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TUESDAY, OCTOBER 14, 2003 (9:32 a.m.) 

THE COMMISSIONER: Good morning. 

MR. HESJE: Good morning, Mr. Commissioner. I 

don't believe there's any preliminary matters, we 

were about to begin with the cross-examination of 
Mr. Winslow. I believe he's just here. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well.. 

GLEN WINSLOW, previously sworn, testifies: 

MR. PLAXTON, examining: 

Q Mr. Winslow, I'm Drew Plaxton, I act on behalf of 
the Police Association. A few questions, if I 
may. Firstly, if we can pick up with the theme 
Mr. Hesje, I think, was exploring with you when we 
broke concerning the area around the Hitachi 
building. Now as I recall, that was in Area C? 

A Yes. 

Q And that's an area you're quite familiar with? 

A That's where I worked and — yes. 

Q Okay. I have a map, if I can show you. I'm 

showing you a copy of Exhibit P-63 for 
identification at this point. That, I believe, is 
a City map from about 1990. I wonder if you could 
open it up and refer to the general area you're 
speaking of. 

MR. PLAXTON: Mr. Commissioner, do you have a 
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photocopy of that? I did have copies the other 
day. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I don't think so, no. Thank you. 

Q MR. PLAXTON: Now, sir, that's not a complete 

photocopy, but I think a copy of the portion that 
we'll be referring to. Now the general area 
you're speaking of, sir, I believe is marked on 
that map as "North Industrial" and so forth? Does 
that appear to be accurate? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. The Hitachi building, I believe, is — is 
it between 57 and 58th or 57 and 56, I forget 
exactly. Do you know offhand? 

A I can't answer that. I'm not sure. 

Q Okay. We do have other evidence that will help 
us. But I think you had testified the nearest 
area of residential development was about half a 
mile from there? 

A It was a guess. 

Q Okay, approximately. Okay. Looking at the map, 

if you can, I think if we go across Warman Road — 
or rather Millar Avenue, then the railway tracks 
and Warman Road, does that then take us to the 
residential area marked as Silverwood Heights? 

A Yes. 
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Okay. And you can walk through there, I assume? 
Yes . 

Okay. And that was the case also in 1990? 

Yes . 

Okay. And if it were about half a mile, give or 
take, about how long would that normally take a 
person to walk? Would fifteen minutes be — 
Fifteen or twenty minutes I would guess. 

Okay. That would be ballpark, at least. I 
understand you didn't get out and walk it or 
anything, but it would be a rough guess? 

It would be a rough guess, yeah. 

Okay. Looking at the map as we see it, we have a 
number of streets marked in Silverwood as well as 
to the south of there we have Lawson Heights, 
Suburban Centre and so forth. Was that area built 
up during — in 1990, to your recollection? 

Pretty much so, yes. 

Okay. If — and I assume it, like any other area 
of town, was subject to break and enters and other 
such crime? 

Yes . 

Okay. Dealing with the area around the Hitachi 
building itself, there was a fair amount of 
construction going on at that point? 
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A Yes, and vacant property. 

Q Okay. And construction sites, do we also get a 

number of items that tend to get stolen from time 
to time, either tools or copper, that sort of 
thing? 

A I can't recall specific reports of it, but, yes. 

MR. PLAXTON: Before we move on, perhaps could we 

mark the map as a full exhibit? 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well,,. 

EXHIBIT P-63: MAP OF CITY OF SASKATOON 1980/1990 

Q MR. PLAXTON: Now, sir,, if we can turn perhaps 

now to the police force itself. In 1990 you were 
an officer of a considerable amount of experience, 
I'm not saying that to flatter you, but outline 
that you probably had some views as to how things 
— how the force was running at that point. And 
I'm not asking for your criticism or anything, but 
as I understand, about 1990, or maybe some time 
prior to that, the specialty units had been 
disbanded, is that your recollection, or at least 
a number of them? 

A I remember that there was an attempt to change the 
structure, yes. 

Q Okay. And I think — and we had a number of 
specialty units, five or six, and they were 
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disbanded, members taken back who had been in the 
specialty units, back into the patrol units, is 
that your recollection? 

Yes . 

Okay. That movement, to your way of thinking, did 
it have an adverse effect on the way members were 
able to investigate certain matters? 

I believe it did. 

Okay. And in what way? 

I felt that taking away specialty units would take 
away continuity of file management, file 
investigation. 

Okay. With that we also had, I believe, the 12- 
hour shift, four on, four off? 

Yes . 

And did that impact as well? 

It would have impacted the investigative units, 
yes, I think. 

Okay. Now lack of continuity, like if we can just 
take — you know, take what may or may not be a 
Major Crime file, or something similar, a major 
incident file, at least, with the specialty units 
disbanded, when you're speaking of lack of 
continuity, what sort of things could occur, or 
what sort of things did occur from your experience 
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during that period? 

A Well, I can speak from personal experience. 

Q Okay. 

A Because being away from the job for four days, any 
number of things could happen and often did 
happen. 

Q What sorts of things? 

A If there was an ongoing file and, for example, it 
was assigned to me, if somebody else got 
information on it and took action with my being 
gone, if I was not made aware of it, it was 
something that could have slipped by me and, in 
fact, in one case did in one of my situations. 

Q Okay. And that was because someone wasn't there 
to pick up, pick up the ball, if it were, during 
that period that you were away from the job? 

A In the particular incident I'm talking about, 

somebody picked up the ball on my file and ran 

with it for a while and then didn't fully tell me 
all the details of the investigation that he had 
done, and so I was never aware of it until a later 
date. 

Q Oh, okay. And what sort of procedures, if any, 
did the force have in place to allow for the 
exchange of information, say from shift to shift. 
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or platoon to platoon, I guess is the way it 
worked, or did it work at all, or what were there 
problems with the way the procedure was? 

I don't recall that there were any written 
procedures. I depended on the personalities 
involved to update me if anything had come along 
on a file that I was working on or had an interest 
in, that they would pass me the information in 
person or Jet Set. 

Okay. And I think from what you're telling us, 
that procedure did, indeed, fall apart from time 
to time or break down a bit? 

It could have fallen apart and in the case that I 
talked about, it did. And another way, of 
course, of passing information along on the file 
would be to leave an investigation report, but if 
you weren't notified as the investigator that an 
investigation report had been left and you didn't 
read the file or — in other words, get an updated 
copy of the file, you were — you may miss it — 
Okay. 

— because of the reporting system. 

And did it happen sometimes as well where an 
officer left a file, saying, "This is a fairly hot 
file, can someone pick it up while I'm off duty?" 
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And whoever ought to have picked it up or whoever 
ought to have passed it on, maybe was unaware of 
the fact you had attempted to do this? 

I could see where that would happen, or could 
happen, yes. 

Okay. The way the system was, you just hoped that 
people were picking things up? 

You would hope that if you left an investigation 
report asking someone to pick this up and continue 
working on it, that someone would. 

Okay. Were there during that period any specific 
procedures in place, to your recollection, 
allowing senior personnel to review files, make 
sure that they were finished off, or somehow 
things hadn't fallen between the cracks, or was 
that left also to let's hope the procedure works 
well? 

The head of each section was responsible for file 
management and would hopefully read the files in 
their entirety and make recommendations as to 
whether or not it needed more work, or that it 
needed to be investigated by a different section, 
and make sure that the file was complete. 

During your tenure at the service, that system 
changed again, did it, to your recollection? 
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A Yes. 

Q And did it go back to the speciality units? 

A Yes. 

Q And did that seem to alleviate the problems that 

were occurring, by your estimation, at least? 

A It certainly helped, yes. 

Q Okay. During the time the speciality units were 

gone, from your perspective what was the level of 
work required, what was your caseload, heavy, 
light, average? 

A Well, at the time I was in uniform — 

Q Okay. 

A — and so as a supervisor I rarely had files to 
work on. 

Q Okay. Speaking of that, one thing you did 

mention, if we can just go back to the day that 
Mr. Stonechild was found, I think on Friday you 
were mentioning that you heard on the radio that a 
person had been found and you were curious and 
dropped by. I assume that's part of your job, is 
to be curious when you hear things on the radio, 
and check up on them? 

A Well, especially something like that and in my 
area. I wanted to know what was going on. 

Q Okay. 
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A And I did a drive-by, yes. 

Q Okay. Was there anything at the scene from what 
you were aware of that called out for further 
attention or your intervention at that time, or 
did it appear everything was under control? 

A It appeared that everything was under control. 

There were people out in the field at the scene 
and I simply drove by and didn't stop. 

Q Okay. In your capacity as patrol sergeant, would 
it be up to you to intervene, or is that something 
you would leave to the officers on the scene? 

A Had it occurred on my shift I would have probably 
been there, but it had already been reported and 
there were people there and my services weren't 
required at that point. 

Q Okay. You would have been the second patrol 

sergeant or something similar, depending who else 
was there, but it was covered at the time? 

A It was covered at the time so I didn't go there. 

Q Okay. Now as I understand, sir, you were 

interviewed by the ROMP concerning this matter? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Was that one interview or more, to your 
recollection? 

A I had an interview with McFadyen three years ago 
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or so, and then more recently with Martell. 

Okay. And in those interviews, were either Messrs 
Martell or McFadyen suggesting to you a certain 
scenario concerning what may or may not have 
happened to Mr. Stonechild the night he went 
missing? 

I don't recall them suggesting scenarios. 

Okay. 

It may have happened, but I don't recall. 

Okay. I've got what I believe is a synopsis of a 
statement — or at least an interview with 
McFadyen. I wonder if I could show you that 
document — 

Sure. 

— to refresh your memory? Okay, looking at — I 
believe it would be about the sixth paragraph, 
towards the end of the first page, does it seem 
that the officer there was painting a scenario for 
you? 

Obviously, yes. 

Okay. And it appears he was obviously encouraging 
this on you as though this is something that 
happened, just to give you background, is that 
correct? 

I would guess so, yes, sir. 
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Q Okay. And there he's claiming that Mr. Roy had 

spoken with some officers in a marked police car, 
Neil Stonechild was in handcuffs and beaten, that 
was the last time Stonechild was seen alive. 

That, I assume, was complete news to you? 

A Yes, it was. 

Q Okay. And they, I assume, didn't give you any 
indication as to what made them think that was 
accurate or whether or not it was accurate? 

A I didn't know what to think. 

Q Okay. Now I think if we — if you can just look 
at that paragraph, it starts with "Winslow was 
given the following scenario from the night of 
1990" and it goes on. Does that look like it was 
accurate as to what you were told by the police 
officer that day? 

A I have no reason to believe that this isn't what 
he told me. I guess it's accurate. 

MR. PLAXTON: Okay. Can we mark that as an 

exhibit, please? 

CLERK: P-70, My Lord. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Thank you. 

Q MR. PLAXTON: That would be a statement 

interview. Inspector McFadyen, 1990, I believe, 
November 24, 25 and 29 — oh, I'm sorry, the date 
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I'm not sure of, it's -- I don't know if there is 
a date on this particular document. It would be 
2000, November 14, I believe, if one looks at the 
Task Force worksheet. Does that sound roughly 
accurate, sir, that it would have been in 
November, middle of November, 2000 that you spoke 
with McFadyen? 

A I guess so. 

Q Okay. You can't dispute it, but you can't 
remember? 

A I can't remember, no, I don't. 

EXHIBIT P-70: TRANSCRIPT OF INTERVIEW WITH INSPECTOR 

McFADYEN NOVEMBER 14, 2000 

Q When they were asking you questions, did they 
paint any other scenarios for you, like "this 
young man was found frozen and we have no idea how 
he got there and it's a very unfortunate thing"? 

A They may have. I don't recall the conversations 

that well, sorry. 

MR. PLAXTON: Okay, thank you, sir, I believe 

others may have questions for you. Thank you. 

A Sure. 

MR. FOX, examining: 

Q Good morning, Mr. Winslow. 

A Good morning. 
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I'm Aaron Fox, I represent Constable Larry 
Hartwig. 

Okay. 

A couple of questions on a couple of matters that 
I know you've already touched on. In your notes 
that were made for the shift November 24th-25, 
1990, I understand you made note of the weather 
conditions of that evening? Have you got those 
notes with you, sir? 

I don't have a copy of them in front of me, but 
I'm sure I did. 

Mr. Commissioner, this is just a 
copy of the notes that we received as part of the 
disclosure package of information. 

MR. FOX: And I understand your notes were 

produced and then copied and presented to the 
ROMP? 

That's right. 

Or Mr. Martell, one or the other. I don't know if 
you remember who you gave them to. 

This would have been for Mr. McFadyen, I believe. 
Sorry, Inspector McFadyen of the ROMP, okay. 

Yeah. 

Do you recognize those as your notes then for that 
shift, November 24th and 25th, 1990? 
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A Yes, I do. 

Q And I see you would have made a notation of the 

weather conditions at the beginning of the shift? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q And what did you note about the weather, sir? 

A I marked "cold, windy, minus 24 to minus 28 

degrees", which would mean that at the beginning 
of the shift it was cold, but it even got colder 
towards the end of the — the middle of the night, 
and then the last comment was "bitter". 

Q Okay. And noted that it was a windy night as 
well? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Now in the notes, and I think this was 
referenced in your evidence in-chief, there's a 
reference on the second page of the notes that 
deals again with that same shift, to a 
notification of -- I think it was actually a 
mother of the two — the death of her two 
children? 

A Yes. 

Q I'm not sure if you — do you recall that 

incident, other than what's in your notes? 

A No, sir, I don't. 

Q I understand that what had happened there is a 
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father actually had shot his two children and 
tried to commit suicide, wasn't successful with 
the suicide, and that the mother basically had to 
be notified about the death of her children. Does 
that accord with what is in your notes, sir? 

A Yes. 

Q It might? 

A It might, yes. 

Q It's certainly talking about the death of two 

children there, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And a self-inflicted wound upon the father of the 
children? 

A Yes. 

Q I'm wondering if you have any recollection of who 
was dispatched or who attended to notifying the 
next of kin about that? 

A No, I -- well, I didn't, until last Friday. 

Q Okay. And whether that was Constable Hartwig and 
Senger, that may have been them in the sense that 
they were working that shift and you don't have 
any specific recollection of that? 

A I don't recall them being there. I don't recall 
the call, so I can't say. 

Q So you're not sure — 
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A No. 

Q -- who was — 

A No. 

Q I take it somebody would have been dispatched, 
though, to notify the next of kin in a 
circumstance like that? 

A You know, most of the notifications of next of kin 
that I did I did alone, and there were some that I 
had backups, but backups were rare. I usually did 
them all. 

Q Okay. And do you know if they attended on this 
one or not? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. Do you recall that Constable Senger and 
Constable Hartwig were working that shift the 
night of November 24th, 25? And, again, I'm just 
asking you if you have any personal recollection 
of that? 

A I don't recall that they were. 

Q Did you receive any information that they were 

involved in the death of Neil Stonechild? 

A No. 

Q Did you receive any information that they were 

somehow involved in transporting Neil Stonechild 
to the area of the lot in the industrial area of 
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Saskatoon where he was found? 

A No. 

Q I understand that you were Constable Hartwig's 
supervisor for a period of time? 

A That's possible. I'm not sure if I was his direct 
supervisor, or if I was supervising the west side 
that night and — 

Q And do you have a recollection for what period of 
time you would have been his supervisor? I'm not 
talking about necessarily that night, do you 
recall ever being a supervisor? 

A I don't recall ever being his direct supervisor, 
although I may have been. I don't recall, 
honestly. 

Q You would have worked — or Sergeant — or 

Constable Hartwig would have worked under you from 
time to time, though? You would have been his 
commanding officer, so to speak? 

A Yes. 

Q And you would have been familiar with the type of 

police work that Constable Hartwig did? 

A Yes. 

Q Was there anything in the way that he conducted 

his business, his business as a police officer, 
that would suggest to you that he might be 
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involved in the inappropriate transportation of 
someone that had been taken into custody and 
basically abandoned in an industrial area of the 
City of Saskatoon — 

A No. 

Q — on a night when it was bitterly cold out? 

A No. 

Q You were asked a question by the RCMP when they 
referred to the scenario, and it's referenced in 
the note, a reference in — sorry, it's the third 
last paragraph of the interview with the RCMP, and 
you conclude that paragraph by stating you 
wondered if it might be a cab thing, referencing 
how Neil Stonechild may have ended up in the area 
he did. Can you tell me what you're referring to 
when you describe it as a cab thing? 

A On a night like that there wouldn't have been a 

lot of traffic in Saskatoon. Cabs are everywhere 
in Saskatoon and it's possible he could have come 
in contact with a cab operator, wanted a ride 
somewhere. They may have cut a deal, he may have 
been transported, maybe he didn't have any money, 
maybe something happened. Cabs are doing favours 
all the time for people on the street. 

Q So you were — 
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I don't know why I would have thought of it, but 
it's one way that he could have been transported. 
And that was just again, and I think you've said 
you're sort of speculating as to what might have 
happened, but knowing sort of the practice of 
perhaps cutting deals to transport people, or 
transporting people and finding that they don't 
have money, that sort of thing, that's just one 
other possibility as to how he may have ended up 
in that area? 

Yes . 

I take it in terms of any specific knowledge in 
this case, whether that did happen or had any 
bearing on this particular situation, the Neil 
Stonechild situation, you're not able to say? 

I'm not able to say, no. 

Thank you, those are all the 
questions I have. 


MR. HESJE: Mr. Commissioner, he referred to 

his notes, both in-chief and on this cross, I 
believe we did not mark them and I think they 
should be marked as an exhibit. 

THE COMMISSIONER: P-7'1. 

EXHIBIT P-71: COPY OF GLEN WINSLOW'S NOTES FOR THE PERIOD 
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NOVEMBER 24 & NOVEMBER 25, 1990 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Other examination? 

MR. WORME, examining: 

Q Good morning, sir. 

A Good morning. 

Q You were referred to a map there and I think it's 
still in front of you, and you've indicated, I 
think, that there's a residential area. I believe 
you told us last day that it was — oh, about a 
half a mile across Warman Road. 

A It was a guess. 

Q Yes, okay. You didn't drive that or you didn't 
walk that distance, I gather? 

A No, I didn't. 

Q All right. You also indicated to us last day, 

sir, that it was pretty rare to encounter a youth 
in that area, and that's one of the reasons that 
you decided that you'd better take a drive over 
there and have a look around? 

A Yes. 

Q And I think you were asked by Mr. Plaxton how far 
— or how long it would take to walk that distance 
from the residential area, and I think you've 
indicated fifteen or twenty minutes. And, again, 

I gather that's a guess from what you've just told 
us? 
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A Yes. 

Q You didn't actually walk that distance? 

A No. 

Q And would that guess change at all if you were 

perhaps only wearing one shoe? It might take you 
perhaps longer? 

A Possibly, yes. 

Q And if it was in sub-zero weather, as you've 

indicated, sub — minus 20 weather, as you have 
indicated in your notes, that may well take much 
longer, is that true? 

A Possibly, yes. 

Q It would have an impact, or it would have an 

impact on your ability to walk is all I'm getting 
at. 

A Yes. 

Q And, again, just those two factors I referred to, 

one being that you're without — or missing one 
shoe and the other that it is bitterly cold, as 
you've indicated? 

A Yeah. 

Q All right. And I was just interested in your 

comment about the systematic way of the 
investigation, hoping that it would carry on in 
your absence if you're on a four day, four off 
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kind of shift, and you leave a note on the file 
saying more investigation is required. I think 
you've indicated that you hoped that if you had 
left that kind of note, that when you come back 
something would have been done, and that would be 
to avoid duplicating effort, I would think? 

A Yes. 

Q And you've indicated that there would be certain 
kinds of reports, perhaps a Jet Set or an 
investigative report left on the file and you 
would hope that you would have a look at that so 
that you didn't duplicate effort in terms of 
carrying on with an investigation. 

A I would hope so, yes. 

Q And if the work wasn't done when you got back, is 
it not the fact, that is to say, if the work that 
you had asked for to be done in terms of leaving a 
note or Jet Set or something on the file, if that 
work wasn't done to advance the investigation in 
terms of getting the investigation moving forward 
and looking at those areas, would it not — that 
is, the responsibility, would not that 
responsibility fall back to the original 
investigator who had carriage of the file? 

A Yes. 
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Q Okay. It wouldn't simply be a matter of leaving a 
note on the file saying, "Geez, I wish somebody 
else would pick the ball up" and that 
automatically absolves that person of that 
responsibility? 

A I wouldn't imagine it would absolve him, no. 

Q Okay. And when you indicated to my learned 

friend, Mr. Fox, that your note had referenced it 
sounded like a cab thing, do you know whether or 
not there was any investigation done with respect 
to cab companies on that particular night to 
determine if, in fact, there was a deal cut or 
anything like that to transport an individual out 
to that area? 

A I don't know. 

Q And do you know whether or not there was any 

reports of any break-ins or attempted break-ins, 
again in that particular area of where this boy 
was found? 

A Not that I know of, no. 

MR. WORME: Thank you, Officer, those are all 

my questions. 

A Okay. 

MR. HALYK, examining: 
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Si Halyk, representing the FSIN. 
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Good morning. 

Good morning. A couple of questions, we're not 
going to rehash stuff that's been already gone 
through. I note in the report from Officer 
McFadyen of the interview with you, that it says 
this, it says, "Winslow was asked if it was 
possible Hartwig and Senger called for a paddy 
wagon if they had a prisoner and had to go to 
another call. Winslow says that is the first 
thing they would do and is willing to bet there 
was a paddy wagon." First of all, do you remember 
or do you acknowledge making those remarks and are 
they accurate? 

I would assume they are. 

Okay. And would that still be your belief as of 
today? 

Yes . 

And the other comment you made, just to confirm, 

"A paddy wagon normally has two people assigned to 
it. Their job is to transport drunks and provide 
call backup. The paddy wagon floats around the 
city and has no boundaries." And is that still 
true? 

Yes . 

And that's what you indicated to the officer at 
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the time? 

A Yes. 

Q Sir, I've been asking most, if not all of the 

officers, a general question, if I can ask you as 
well, please? Do you have any knowledge, either 
personally or through information received, of any 
persons detained by or in the custody of the 
Saskatoon City Police, being taken to a location 
other than the original place of detention and not 
to a recognized police detention facility? So do 
you know of any such situations during your term 
with the Saskatoon City Police? 

A No, sir. 

Q Well, in fairness to you, I should clarify, you 
probably have heard of the Hatchen and Munson 
situations? 

A Yes, and I heard of one as I was in the room last 
Friday that I had no knowledge of. 

Q Okay. So other than those situations. You said 
you hadn't heard of any, so I just wanted to 
correct the record, that you obviously had 
forgotten about Hatchen and Munson. 

A Well, I hadn't forgotten about it, but the Court 
has heard of the three of them. 

Q No, well, I'm not talking — do you know of any. 
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even if we've heard of them? 

A Yes. 

Q And which ones do you know of? 

A Hatchen, Munson and the one I heard of on Friday. 

Q Okay. And other than that, have you heard of any 

others? 

A No. 

Q At no time? 

A No, sir. 

Q All right, sir. And other than the information 
you have already given us with respect to your 
knowledge of what I'll call the Stonechild matter 
for the purpose of this Inquiry, do you have any 
other knowledge whatsoever? 

A No, sir. 

Q And you've had no other part in any investigations 

or any other involvement in this matter? 

A No, sir. 

Q Other than what you've told us? 

A Other than what I've told you, yes. 

MR. HALYK: Okay, sir, thank you very much. 

A Okay. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? Mr. Gibson? 

MR. GIBSON, examining: 
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Mr. Winslow, my name is Gibson, I act on behalf of 
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the RCMP. You were asked about your interview 
with Inspector McFadyen back in November of 2000, 
and to your recollection that sounds about the 
right time that you would have had that 
conversation with Inspector McFadyen? 

A I believe so, yes. 

Q And you were asked with respect to a scenario that 
was laid out to you regarding the last night that 
Neil Stonechild was seen alive, and outlining, I 
guess it was at P-70, the exhibit that should be 
in front of you, the first page of that, and then 
the full paragraph towards the bottom there? 

A Yes. 

Q And you recall having a discussion with Mr. 

Plaxton about that? 

A Yes. 

Q And if you could just go to the sentence 

underneath that, it says, "Winslow has not heard 
of any of this and did not know about the 
newspaper story." Do you recall in that scenario 
that there was a discussion that that may have 
been common knowledge at that point, and that 
there was a newspaper article that had been around 
for some period of time with respect to that? 

A I'm not — well, I -- 
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It doesn't come to you at this point. I guess it 


didn't come to you at that point. 

No, I honestly didn't know anything about this. 
Okay. Do you remember Inspector McFadyen showing 
you a newspaper article or not? 

I don't think he did. 

Okay. I'm wondering if I could get Exhibit P-1, 
and I realize there's a few -- I only have one 
copy of this, unfortunately. I thought it was 
part of P-1, but I'm going to show you an excerpt 
from a StarPhoenix article and there's a portion 
in there, I don't know if you — : if you could have 
a look at that article, and it's printed off of 
the Internet, unfortunately it doesn't show the 
actual layout as it would be in the StarPhoenix, 
but if you could look at that article and see if 
you recall as to whether you might have read that? 
And the date on that is February 22nd of 2000, and 
whether you recall reading that article or not. 

I can tell you I've never read it. I don't recall 
seeing it. 

And the article that I showed you, and, again, I'm 
just going to read this to you and ask that 
question again. It's an article where it's 
referencing a conversation by a StarPhoenix 
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reporter, a Leslie Perreaux with Ms. Bignell, the 
mother of Neil Stonechild, and it's in reference 
to this portion that I'm going to ask you again. 
"Her suspicions had been confirmed long ago by 
Stonechild's 16-year old friend and drinking 
partner on that cold night. The friend was the 
last known person to see Neil Stonechild alive. 

The friend has always maintained he watched the 
cops drive away with Stonechild in the back of a 
Saskatoon City Police patrol car. As the car 
drove away, the friend says Stonechild was 
screaming 'They're going to kill me.'" And, 
again, that appeared in the StarPhoenix on 
February 22nd of 2000, and you have no 
recollection of reading that at all? 

A No, sir, I don't. 

Q And you recall then that you did — were 

interviewed after February of 2000 by Darrell 
McFadyen, and he laid that scenario out to you? 

You do recall that, do you? 

A I recall that, yes. 

MR. GIBSON: Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? Do you have 

anything further, Mr. Hesje? 
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MR. HESJE: 


No. 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Thank you, you're excused. Thank 

you. 

MR. HESJE: The next witness is Theodore 

Johnson. 

THEODORE HUGH JOHNSON, sworn, testifies: 

THE COMMISSIONER: You can sit down, if you like. 

THE WITNESS: Your Honour, may I address the 

Bench? I have a severe hearing impairment, so I 
would hope that everybody here would understand 
that if I ask for a repeat, that it's because I 
don't hear. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well... 

MR. HESJE, examination-in-chief: 

Q Thank you, Mr. Johnson, and certainly I'm sure all 
counsel will, if you indicate you're having a 
problem, will repeat it or try and speak up. Just 
let me know if you have any problems in hearing. 

A Yes. 

Q Mr. Johnson, the Rules of Practice and Procedure 

established for this Inquiry provide that all 
witnesses must be advised that they have the 
protection of section 37 of The Saskatchewan 
Evidence Act and section 5 of the Canada Evidence 
Act. These statutory provisions state that 
testimony that may tend to criminate you, tend to 
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establish liability to a civil proceeding, and 
which testimony you would not be compelled to 
provide at common law, shall not be used or 
admissible in evidence against you in a criminal 
trial or other criminal proceedings against you, 
other than the prosecution for perjury in the 
giving of evidence or for the giving of 
contradictory evidence, and shall not be used or 
receivable in evidence against you in any other 
civil proceeding or any other proceeding under an 
act of the Legislature of Saskatchewan. You are 
hereby advised that such protection shall apply 
without you expressly invoking of such protection. 

Now, Mr. Johnson, first of all, I 
understand that you commonly go by the name of 
"Bud"? 

A Yes. 

Q And you're a former member of the Saskatoon Police 
Service? 

A Yes. 

Q It's my understanding that you joined the 

Saskatoon Police Service in December, on December 
16th, 1993 — I'm sorry, 1963? 

A Yes. 

Q And that you retired on February 28th, 1992? 
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A Yes. 

Q At the time of your retirement, you held the rank 
of staff sergeant? 

A Yes. 

Q % also understand that you had been a staff 

sergeant for approximately two years prior to your 
retirement? 

A It would be approximately that. I don't know the 
exact dates. 

Q Okay. And that during your service with the 

Saskatoon Police Service, you spent approximately 
fifteen years as a plainclothes investigator? 

A Yes. 

Q Now I also understand that the bulk of that was 
spent in the Youth Unit, is that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q You also, though, spent some time in the Morality 
Unit? 

A Other than staff sergeant? 

Q Well, no, did you at any time work in the Morality 
Unit? 

A On rotation training back earlier in my career. 

Q All right. And at some point you were also a 

staff sergeant for the Morality Unit? 
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Yes. 
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And do you recall when that was? 

It was in 1990. I don't recall the exact dates. 
Okay. Now was there — you're familiar with Gord 
Harvey? 

Yes, he was co-staff sergeant in Morality Youth 
Section, with me. 

Okay. Now you used the term "Morality Youth 
Section", what was the division between Morality 
and Youth Section? 

The Youth Section dealt with young offenders, but 
basically they were strictly sexual or abuse 
files. 

Was there some sharing of responsibility, though, 
between the Morality and Youth Section? 

Yes. 

Where was the overlap? 

I don't quite understand your question. 

Okay. Now what I'm trying to clarify, you 
referred to Staff Sergeant Gord Harvey as being a 
co-staff sergeant in charge of Morality and Youth. 
What I'm trying to determine here is where was the 
line of command, who was responsible for Morality 
and who was responsible for Youth, or was there 
some overlap between the two? 

To begin with, we were both responsible for both. 
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Q Okay. And did that change over time? 

A Yes. 

Q And how did that evolve then, what was the change? 

A I can't remember the exact dates, when it was, but 

I was moved out of Morality, down to the Youth 
Section, and was strictly staff sergeant in the 
Youth Section then. 

Q Okay. Now dealing with your time as staff 

sergeant in Morality, what is the responsibilities 
of the staff sergeant in the Morality Unit? 

A It was to supervise the investigation of the 

files, assign files. 

Q And in 1990 how many investigators would you have 
working in Morality? 

A I believe there was eight. I can't recall the 
exact number. 

Q And did the investigators work on a rotating 
basis, that is, a shift basis? 

A Yes, there was, I believe, two investigators on 
each platoon, on the four platoons. 

Q Right. So there would be two Morality 

investigators, or there should have been two 
Morality investigators on duty at all times? 

A Not at all times, because they worked shifts 7:00 
to 3:00 and 2:00 to 10:00 and — or they were on 
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12-hour shifts. So it would have -- like from 
2:00 to 2:00, from 7:00 to 7:00. 

When you say there was one for each platoon, do I 
understand you then that they didn't necessarily 
work exactly the same hours as the platoon? 

Not exactly the same, no. 

Okay. It's my understanding at the time that the 
platoons typically worked 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 
and then 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.? 

No, they didn't, because as an investigator, after 
about 2:00 in the morning, your investigational 
powers are gone pretty well. 

Now with the investigators working 12-hour shifts, 
I take it that also meant that there was a four 
day on, four day off rotation of the 
investigators? 

Yes. 

And in your experience supervising the 
investigators, did that present any problems in 
terms of handling of investigation files? 

Not really. No situation that I can recall. 

Okay. Now in 1990, was there also a Major Crime 
Unit? 

Yes. 

And what was your understanding of the 
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responsibilities of the Major Crime Unit? 

They investigated more serious crimes, armed 
robbery, murders and that type of file. 

Okay. Were there occasions when files would be 
transferred from Morality to Major Crime? 

There may have been, I can't recall. 

All right. Now I want to talk to you about sudden 
deaths. First of all, what do you understand that 
term to mean, or how it was used by the Police 
Service in 1990? 

They were basically any death where there was no 
indications of foul play, I guess, was how we'd 
define them. 

Okay. And what was the responsibility of the 
Morality Unit with respect to sudden deaths? 

I — 

Well, if there is a sudden death reported, who 
would that — would that be assigned to Morality? 
Yes. 

In all cases? 

I think in most cases, not in all cases. 

Okay. 

If a uniformed officer attended a sudden death and 
the coroner was there and said, "No, this guy had 
a history of a bad heart and there's no need for 
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an autopsy or anything else", it probably was 
concluded right there. 

Okay. 

Let's use the other end of the spectrum, you 
attend a body being found and the body is turned 
over and there is obvious signs of a stab wound, 
would Morality still look after that 
investigation? 

Yes, I guess. I don't quite under — 

Okay. Sudden death, as I understand it, was the 
term used where there was not indication of foul 
play. First of all, have I got that correct? 

X don't quite follow you. 

Okay, I'm sorry. It's my understanding when the 
term "sudden death" is used, it's to describe 
situations where there's no obvious signs of foul 
play? 

Yes. 

Sorry. 

Yes. 

Okay. So, for example, if the police are called 
to a scene and there's a victim that has been 
shot, there's a gunshot wound, that wouldn't be 
treated as a sudden death? 

Probably -- no, not as a file, no. 
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Okay. And in a case like that, I assume Major 
Crimes would have been called in -- 
Yes. 

— if it was obvious homicide? 

Yes. 

All right. And, you see, this is what I'm just 
trying to determine. So if it's an obvious — if 
it's obvious that there's no signs of foul play, 
it was a Morality matter, and if there is obvious 
signs of foul play, it became a Major Crimes 
matter. Is that the way it worked? 

Basically, but, as you say, firearm suicides — 

Yes. 

-- were not sent to Major Crimes. 

Right. Yeah, fair enough, that it wouldn't be 
treated as a homicide if it was an obvious 
suicide. 

No. 

Okay. Now the reason I'm asking the question 
again is whether — you have a situation of a 
sudden death, if issues arise that raise concerns 
about foul play, would it at times then be 
transferred to Major Crime? 

Yes. 

Okay. In your time as supervisor of the Morality 
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1 Unit, was it the practice to have a Morality 

2 investigator attend the scene of a sudden death? 

3 A In some cases. It depended on the uniformed 

4 officer that attended, whether he requested it or 

5 not. 

6 Q Okay. If they requested it, was the practice to 

7 send out an investigator? 

8 A Likely, yes, they would have been. 

9 Q Were there situations when a request — to your 

10 knowledge — where a request was made for an 

'Ll investigator, but nobody was sent out? 

12 A There may have been, but not that I'm aware of. 

13 Q Okay. And if nobody was sent out, can you provide 

14 an explanation as to why nobody would be sent out? 

15 A Possibly if there was nobody available, that would 

16 be the only reason there wouldn't be. 

17 Q Now we've had some evidence here about the flow of 

18 the paperwork, the files, if you will, at the 

19 Saskatoon Police Service, and just to review that, 

20 it's my understanding that the officer that 

21 attended a death scene would file a report and the 

22 practice back then, maybe still today, was to 

23 dictate that report and it would be typed up by 

24 Central Records. Is that consistent with your 
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understanding of how it worked? 
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A Yes. 

Q It's my understanding that that report would then 
go to a reader who would direct it to the proper 
unit within the Police Service? 

A It could be. I am not sure of the — I can't -- I 
don't recall the channels of how the files went 
through. 

Q Now if the file was assigned to Morality -- I'm 
sorry, the report was assigned to Morality, it's 
my understanding that report would then go to the 
staff sergeant in charge of Morality, who, in 
turn, would assign it to an investigator? 

A Yes. 

Q And that's how it worked when you were there? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Now what is the role of the staff sergeant 
in Morality after the file has been assigned to an 
Investigator? 

A Basically we had pretty well all very experienced 
investigators in there at the time I was there, so 
there was very little to do on those files, unless 
they came to you or left a report — 

Q Okay. 

A — concluding it with charges or whatever. 

Q Now the investigators — and, again, it's my 
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understanding, there's been some evidence on this. 


they would file reports of the investigative 
action they had taken? 

I don't understand it. 

Well, the investigator has now been assigned to 
the file, the investigator takes whatever steps 
they view as necessary or prudent, interview 
people and so on. There's some evidence here, and 
we'll come to the specific Stonechild report, but 
that they then file a report. They dictate a 
report on the steps that they have taken. You 
have seen investigative reports? 

Yes. 

Okay. What happened — it's my understanding that 
that report again goes to a reader and is directed 
to the proper unit. So if it was an investigator 
in Morality, the report would go to the Morality 
Unit. 

Yes. 

Is that — based on your experience, is that 
report then reviewed by the staff sergeant in 
charge of Morality? 

Yes. 

All reports? 

Yes, they would have. 
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1 Q Okay. And what is the purpose of the review by 

2 the staff sergeant? 

3 A To see that the file was being investigated 

4 properly. 

5 Q Are there times when the investigator might come 

6 to the staff sergeant looking for advice or 

7 guidance on the conduct of the investigation? 

8 A Yes, more often they'd come and just advise you 

9 and update you on what they were doing. 

10 Q Okay. Now if you receive a report that states 

11 "concluded at this time", first of all what would 

12 you understand that to mean? 

13 A That the file was concluded. 

14 Q Okay. And what as — would the staff sergeant in 

15 charge of the unit, the staff sergeant responsible 

16 for supervising an investigator, review the file 

17 to see whether they agreed that it should be 

18 concluded? 

19 A Yes. 

20 Q Now were there situations when you might refer it 

21 back to the investigator and say, "I think you 

22 should follow up on this issue or that issue"? 

23 A I don't recall any that I ever had to, no. 

24 Q Okay. Mr. Johnson, I've placed in front of you a 

copy of a document that has been marked P-61 in 
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this hearing, it is a photocopy of some of the 
Saskatoon Police Service reports and statements 
relating to the death of Neil Stonechild. I want 
to refer you to the first report, it's called an 
occurrence report, that was filed by Constable 
Lagimodiere, it consists of three pages. Now 
maybe take a moment, but on the first page of that 
occurrence report, at the bottom of the page 
there's a number of boxes for information to be 
recorded. Under "Supervisor", it appears to say 
Johnson, do you see that? 

Yes. 

It's in handwriting, is that your writing? 

No, it isn't. 

Do you agree with me that it appears to say 
Johnson? 

Pardon? 

Do you agree that it does appear to say Johnson? 
Yes. 

Mr. Johnson, I've placed in front of you a 
document that's been marked as P-59 at the 
hearing, and that's an incident report relating to 
the death of Neil Stonechild. It's case number 
1990-97411. At the bottom of the first page 
there's — well, first of all, are you familiar 
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with those types of report that comes off of what 
I'm told is — what is referred to as the SIM 
System? 

A No. 

Q Okay. At your time were they not using 

computerized records, you don't recall any SIMS 
documents, incident reports or occurrence reports? 

A I don't recall ever seeing a report like this come 
across my desk. 

Q All right. Well, in any event, let's look at the 
information on it. At the bottom of the first 
page it says, "Assignment Information". It says 
"Officer Assigned", number 125, Jarvis, Keith 
Douglas. And he was at that time an investigator 
with the Morality Unit? 

A Yes. 

Q And then it says "Assigned by Johnson, Theodore 

Hugh", which is yourself? 

A Yes. 

Q Now you will then at least agree with me that the 

police records indicate that you would have 
assigned that file back in 1990? 

A Yes. 

Q And do you have any recollection of having done 
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No, I don't. 

And do you have any reason to dispute the police 
records from the day? 

No. 

Now it says "Date Assigned", November 29th, 1990. 
Then below that it says, "Report Due Date", and it 
says January 15th, 1991. Do you recall, was there 
-- when a report was — sorry, when a file was 
assigned, was there a due date, a date established 
that you needed a report by? 

Not that I'm aware of, no. 

You don't have any recollection of that? 

No. 

All right. Now it then says, if you go to the 
right of that, under "Report Due Date", January 
15th, 1991, and then it says "Date Submitted", 
December 5th, 1990. Do you know what that is in 
reference to? 

No, I don't. 

All right. There's then an entry that says, 
"Approved by", and it says Theodore Hugh Johnson. 
Again, you've indicated you haven't seen this 
document, do you have any recollection of whether 
you approved a report submitted by Sergeant 
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A Not that I can recall, no. 

Q And do you have any reason to dispute the 

Saskatoon Police Service record that indicates you 
approved the report? 

A No. 

Q It then says, "Case Concluded" and it says yes. 

And there's also a space there that says 
"Complaint/Victim Notified", and there's no entry 
under that heading. Was it the practice to notify 
a complainant or a victim when a file. Morality 
file was concluded? 

A I don't quite understand. 

Q Okay. When an investigation is concluded, that 
is, the investigator has looked into, and I'm 
talking in general terms now, not specifically the 
Stonechild file, when it's concluded was it the 
practice at the time while you were in the 
Morality Unit, to notify the complainant or victim 
that the file had been concluded? 

A Not mine, no; the investigator, basically it was 
his responsibility to do it. 

Q But was that known to be a responsibility of the 
investigator, or was that left up to each 
individual investigator? 

A I don't know. 
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Q So it's not something that you, as supervisor, 

would have insisted done or checked to see whether 
it had been done? 

A No, because, like I said, they were experienced 
investigators, most of them did those things. 

Q Okay. Now, Mr. Johnson, do you have any 

recollection of the death of Neil Stonechild in 
1990? 

A No, I don't. 

Q And do you have any recollection of any 

investigation into the death of Neil Stonechild? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Do you have any notes or records from — going 
back to 1990? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Was it your practice to maintain a notebook when 

you were in a supervisory position? 

A No. 

Q You did not? 

A I did not. 

Q Now if you will again have a look at P-61, I want 
you to turn to the report filed by Jarvis dated 
November 30th, 1990. That's the one there. And 
that report is four pages, just confirm that, that 
we're looking at the same report? Now I will 
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refer you to the bottom of page 3, it states "more 


investigation required", do you see that? 

Page which? 

Page 3 of that report. 

Yes. 

Now I want you to turn the page to page 4, the 
last paragraph, it says, "It is suggested that 
with the possibility of foul play, that this file 
be turned over to Major Crimes for immediate 
follow-up." Now I take it from your evidence you 
don't recall reviewing or receiving that report? 
No, I don't. 

Can you tell us, though, based on your experience, 
if that report came to you as supervisor of 
Morality, how would you have handled it when you 
see a statement that says, "It's suggested that 
with the possibility of foul play, that this file 
be turned over to Major Crimes for immediate 
follow-up." 

It probably would have been discussed with the 
investigator and Major Crimes. 

Was that — that was the practice on something 
like this? 

Yes. 

Okay. I take it you don't have any recollection. 
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though, of that happening here? 

No, I don't. 

Do you recall who was the staff sergeant in charge 
of Major Crimes of the day? 

No, I don't because I worked three afternoons, 
Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, then I went on to day 
shift for seven days, and I was off for four days. 
We both worked that same shift, like Saturday, 
Sunday, Monday, Tuesday off, and I do not recall 
who was here then. 

But I'm not talking about a given day, but in 
around November of 1990 do you recall who was 
looking after — in charge of Major Crimes? 

No, I don't. 

Now I want you to turn, it's another three or four 
pages, there's a report dated December 5th, 1990, 
again filed by Sergeant Jarvis. 

Yes. 

And that is a two-page report. And at the bottom 
of the second page it has the phrase I referred to 
you earlier "concluded at this time". Now if you 
were the staff sergeant in charge of Morality at 
that time, what would you do having received a 
two-page report that said "concluded at this 
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A Probably have concluded it. 

Q Would it have been your practice to review the 

file, the preceding report, to determine whether 
everything had been done to your satisfaction? 

A Probably, and probably it was discussed with the 
investigator. 

Q Okay. Now I want you to take a moment, though, 

and look at the report previously of — that we've 
referred to — of November 30th, 1990. What seems 
odd here is that on November 30th, 1990, it states 
that there is a possibility of foul play. "It is 
suggested that with the possibility of foul play, 
the file be turned over to Major Crimes." That 
report also indicates that Sergeant Jarvis is on 
weekly leave for the next four days. The next 
thing we have is his report of December 5th, 1990, 
when he states, "The file is concluded at this 
time." The obvious question that arises is what 
happened? Why was there a recommendation on the 
30th that the matter go to Major Crimes because of 
the possibility of foul play, a day later and, 
indeed, a matter of hours later, on the 5th, after 
a matter of a number of hours of additional 
investigation, it's concluded at this time. I 
want you to take a moment and review that report 
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1 of December 5th and tell me if there's anything in 

2 there that would have justified closing the file 

3 in light of — or explain why the change from 

4 November 30th to December 5th? 

5 THE COMMISSIONER: Do you understand the question? 

6 A No. 

7 Q MR. HESJE: Oh, I'm sorry, I was giving you a 

8 moment to review it. 

9 THE COMMISSIONER: Excuse me. The question, Mr. 

10 Johnson, is can you give any explanation as to the 

11 change that took place between the notation that 

12 it should go to Major Crimes and then Jarvis's — 


13 THE WITNESS: No, I can't. 

14 THE COMMISSIONER: — conclusion? 

15 THE WITNESS: I don't know. 

16 THE COMMISSIONER: Does it make any sense to you that 

17 that sort of change would take place in that 

18 interval, especially when he'd been off for four 

19 days? 

20 THE WITNESS: No, I don't understand it, but I 

21 don't know. 

22 Q MR. HESJE: Now, again, in that ‘investigation 

23 report of December 5th, as I read it Sergeant 

24 Jarvis conducted an interview of a Shawn Draper at 

25 10:20, conducted an interview — or spoke to 
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Shannon Night at 1330, attended at a residence at 
Sask Crescent at 1400 hours, apparently looking 
for GP, 1445 attended a residence of Eddie 
Rushton, again nobody there, or no activity it 
says. At 1535 spoke with Dr. Adolph, and the 
report indicates that at 1630 the report was 
submitted stating "concluded at this time". Now I 
think the document speaks for itself, it wasn't 
really a question, but I'm just again — 

Yes. 

— that — I guess the point being, there isn't a 
whole lot done on December 5th that would explain 
the change from November 30th? 

By this report, no. 

Now I want you to take a look at again the Jarvis 
report of November 30th, 1990, in particular, page 
2 of that report. Do you have that? It's the 
four-page report again, that at the fourth page 
referred to the possibility of foul play. 

Yes. 

Okay, you've got that now? On page 2 of that 
report — actually, starting at the bottom of page 
1, it says November 24th, 1990, the deceased 
showed up at Snowberry Down apartments, and it 
gives a suite number. Then if you turn the page 
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to page 2, there's reference to speaking with a 
Claudine Neetz. It then says, "On checking the 
calls dispatched, I learned that Constable Hartwig 
had attended at this residence at approximately 
2356 hours and cleared at 0017 hours on November 
25th, 1990." Do you recall receiving any 
information that the police had been dispatched to 
deal with Neil Stonechild on November 24th or 
25th? 

Not that I can recall, no. 

Now, one of the things that we don't have is — 
on is any report or explanation, indeed 
indication whether Sergeant Jarvis received any 
information from Constable Hartwig. There's 
nothing on the file, and again it's more a 
statement than a question, but there's nothing on 
this file that indicates what information, if 
any. Sergeant Jarvis may have received from 
Constable Hartwig. 

Not that I — 

Mr. Commissioner, my learned 
friend, in putting this portion of the report to 
the witness, left out the last five words of — 
of the paragraph. What he read to the witness 
is, "On checking the calls dispatched I learned 
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that Constable Hartwig had attended at this 
residence from practically 2356 hours and cleared 
at 0017 hours on November 25 th , 1990." The 
sentence is completed with the following words: 
"being unable to locate the deceased," and I 
think it's important that that be on the record 
especially when this witness is being asked what 
sort of follow up would you expect; in light of 
the statement that's there. One, as read, 
indicates simply dispatched there; the second 
part indicates dispatched and was unable to 
locate the deceased, and I think it's relevant 
and important that it be on the record if this 
witness is going to be asked to comment on it. 

MR. HESJE: If I might, I — I agree 100 per 

cent with Mr. Fox. It wasn't deliberate on my 
part. I agree that that entire — 

MR. FOX: I'm not suggesting it was at all. 

Q MR. HESJE: I agree that that entire content 

should have been put to him. My apologies. And 
I guess in fairness to the question I just asked, 
it does say, "unable to locate the deceased." It 
does not indicate though whether the — that 
information came from Constable Hartwig or 
whether that information came from the dispatch 
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My point is that there's nothing on the 


3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

a 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


records. 

file that indicates that information was received 
from Constable Hartwig. 

A No. 

Q Now, as an investigator of some 15 years 

experience, if you're aware that the police had 
been dispatched to respond to a complaint of a 
young individual who was subsequently -- the 
evidence was was last seen alive on the date of 
that complaint and turns up frozen in a field, 
would that not have been an important thing to 
follow up on, to contact the investigator — or 
sorry, the officers that were dispatched — 

A Yes. 

Q — to see what recollections they had? 

A Yes-,' it would have. 

Q I want to take you back to the December 5 th 

report. At the top of page two there's a note 
there of a discussion with the pathologist. Dr. 
Adolph, and it says, "Adolph advised that it's 
possible for the deceased to have been dead since 
25 th November, 1990," and again, in fairness, he 
does go on to say, "however, he indicates his 
initial opinion was the deceased had been dead 
for a minimum of 48 hours." So on December 5 th 
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you've got a report indicating that he may have 
been dead from November 25 th , which, couple that 
with information that an officer had been 
dispatched to a call about him right around 
midnight on the 24 th , the morning of the 25 th , is 
that not something, as supervisor, you would have 
paid attention to and queried why there's no 
report or interview with Constable Hartwig? 

A X don't know. I can't recall the file, 

Q No, I understand you don't recall the file, but 

again based on your practice and looking at it 
today, is that not something that you would have 
wanted followed up on? 

A Yes. 

MR. HESJE: Thank you, Mr. Johnson. Those are 

all my questions. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Cross-examination? 

MR. PLAXTON, examining: 

Q Mr. Johnson, I'm Drew Rlaxton. I represent the 
Police Association. Dealing with the Exhibit 
P-61, that's the police report before you, have 
you seen that document before today? 

A The which? 

Q The document P-61, Have you seen it before it 

was put to you today? 
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A No. 

Q Okay. I assume it would help a lot if you had an 
opportunity to be able to read it over before you 
were asked questions about it. 

A I —• 

Q Pardon? 

A I didn't understand your question. 

Q Okay. I assume it would —it would have helped 

if you had an opportunity to read it over before 
people were asking you questions? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Now -- 

A I've seen bits and pieces of it but not the 

complete thing. 

Q Okay. What we know about that document from 

other evidence is it's a photocopy or another 
photocopy of a copy of the police file as it 
stood, I think, somewhere after the 5 th of 
December, 1990. Is there any way anyone can look 
at that document and tell us if it's the complete 
file? 

A No. 

Q If others have worked on that file, say between 

the 30 th of November and the 5 th of December, and 
left reports that haven't yet been posted by the 
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file, is there any way to tell they should have 
been on this file from what you're looking at? 

No, there isn't a way. 

Okay. Does it happen that when officers work on 
files it takes a while for the reports to get 
through the system? 

Yes . 

Okay. And if — let's say someone in Morality 
looked at this, left a report, say it was 
dictated on the 5 th or something, didn't come 
through the mill until the 6 th or so, wasn't 
posted until after that, it may have missed the 
photocopy if it was made shortly after the 5 th ? 

In your experience from how the reports work? 

Like it says time dictated 5 th of December. I 
don't know when the file came — 

Okay. Yeah, what -- 
— came through. 

Yeah, what I was asking though is if — sometimes 
when you leave a report it'll take a while, a day 
or two to get through the system, right? 

It could, yes. 

Okay. And if it was — if that photocopy was 
made before the other report, if there was any, 
got through the system, it obviously wouldn't be 
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part of that document. It may be out there but 
it wouldn 1 t be with this. 

Yes . 

Okay. Now r is there anything — and, number one, 
I assume there's no way you can explain what 
Officer Jarvis may have done or may have thought 
between the 30 th of November and the 5 th of 
December? There's no way you would know what 
Jarvis had done? 

No. 

Okay. You can't recall the file itself? 

No, I cannot. 

Now, at the point in time you were in Major Crime 
or Investigations — okay, before that there were 
a number of specialty units, correct? 

Is which? 

Okay. Before 1990, as I understand, there was a 
number of specialty units; there was, in addition 
to Morality and Major Crime, I believe there was 
Youth, Drugs, a few others? 

Yes . 

Okay. And those units were disbanded I think in 
late 1980's; does that sound accurate? 

The which? 

The units were disbanded and the officers put 
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back into Patrol? Do you recall that period of 
time? 

A I don't. 

Q Okay. Perhaps I’m not speaking loud enough but 
prior to 1990, as I understand, there were a 
number of specialty units. Do you recall that 
period of time? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Okay. The SIMS Report, I'm not sure of the 

exhibit number. It's Exhibit P-59. Have you 
seen that document before today? 

A No, I haven't. 

Q Okay. You did not create that document, correct? 

A Pardon? 

Q It's not your document, you didn't make it? 

A No. 

Q It's a computer printout of some variety? 

A Pardon? 

Q It's a computer printout of some variety? 

A Yes, it's a computer printout I would say. 

Q Okay. And you've never had an opportunity to 

check if it was accurate or anything else, right? 

A No. 

MR. PLAXTON: Okay. Thank you, sir. 

Any other questions? 


25 THE COMMISSIONER: 
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MR. STEVENSON, examining: 

Q Mr. Johnson, my name is Ken Stevenson. I 

represent Keith Jarvis who was the investigator 
assigned to investigate this file during your 
tenure as staff sergeant. You — how long did 
you have Sergeant Jarvis work under you or for 
you? 

A I don't recall the exact amount of time. He 

worked under me in the Youth Section for a period 
of time. I would think, I would estimate 
approximately two years. 

Q And during that period of time what was your 

experience and observations of Sergeant Jarvis as 
he went about his duties as a morality officer? 

A He was a very conscientious, experienced 
investigator. 

Q Did you have occasions when he was under your 

direction to be concerned about the thoroughness 
or completeness of his investigations? 

A No. 

Q And was Sergeant Jarvis a diligent and complete, 
thorough — complete and thorough police officer 
in your opinion? 

A Yes. 

Q And I take it, and we've been through a lot of 
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different things, and we're going back 13 years 

to look at and try to reconstruct events, I take 

It this event is one that you have no independent 

recollection of the file? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Have you any reason to believe that in reviewing 

this file, and reaching a conclusion as you did 
that the file could be closed, that this wasn't 
done normally, based upon the knowledge and 
information which you had available at that time? 

A Yes. 

Q And, given your practice, would you have, if you 

felt something else ought to have been done at 
the time, directed that that be done? 

A Yes, I would have. 

Q And I take it that this file, in order to be 
closed, you would, of course, be the one who 
would have to approve the conclusion or closure 
of the file,? 

A Yes. 

Q And notwithstanding that a file might be called 

concluded at this time^ it was always available 
and open for files to be reopened and reviewed if 
new information should be forthcoming? 

A Yes. 
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Q And in relation to this file, and you may not 
remember, but there was a media exposure and 
coverage in March, 1991,shortly after the closure 
of the file in which the Saskatoon Police Service 
Media Relations people were contacted. Do you 
remember that incident at all? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Okay. And you don't recall then Dave Scott or 

anyone else coming to you to ask questions about 
the file or to pull the file and review 11 and 
discuss it with you? 

A No, I don't. 

Q And you don't recall any senior officers coming 

to you and saying, "On this file. Staff Sergeant 
Johnson, why in the world would you ever have let 
this file be closed?" 

A No, I don't recall. 

Q No one ever asked that type of question of you? 

A Not that I recall, no. 

Q Not until this inquiry process, some 13 years 

later someone wants to know why it wasn't closed 
— or why it was closed. 

A Which? 

Q Well, it's 13 years later. Now someone wants to 

know why you permitted the file to be closed? 
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A I don't -- I don't know. 

Q But not at the time, and not in a few months 

after that, there were no questions asked about 
the competency or thoroughness of the 
investigation? 

A Not that I can recall./ no, and I'm sure if there 
had been I would. 

Q Nor did anyone at that time question your 

decision and your review of the file to permit 
the file to be concluded at that time? 

A No. 

Q Do you still have in front of you Exhibit P-61? 

A Yes. 

Q I would like you to go back and look at a report 

filed by Sergeant Jarvis on November 30. You 
were directed to it somewhat earlier. It begins 
at the top, "The following investigation was 
conducted." No, I'm sorry, that's the 29 th 
report. I'm misdirecting you. Flip over further 
to the one that begins, "1550 hours I spoke to 
Shannon Nowaselski." And this is a report that 
Mr. Hesje had earlier directed you to. Do you 
recall being asked questions about it today? 

A Is which? 

Q Mr. Hesje, Commission counsel,/ had directed you 
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to look at this report earlier. Do you recall 
being asked questions about it? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Well, let's go to the bottom of page 

three. It says, "More invest: gatior. required." 

Do you see that note? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And then if we flip over the page, the 

last paragraph addresses the possibility of foul 
play. Do you see that notation? 

A Yes. 

Q And I believe Mr. Plaxton made the point that in 

preparation for this you hadn't been given a copy 
of this document, nor had a chance to review it 
extensively? 

A No, I hadn't. 

Q Now, I want to ask you then to go back one page 
within that report, and just below the centre of 
the document I want to draw your attention to a 
paragraph there that reads, "At this time there 
is no evidence to support foul play, but the 
information about P's cannot be ruled out. A 
clearer picture will show following the autopsy 
and its findings." Do you see that report? 

A Yes. 
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And that was a report which Sergeant Jarvis left 
in connection with this matter at that time. 

Yes . 

Okay. And then he went on four days of his 
rotational leave. Then on December 5, if we turn 
to that next report of Sergeant Jarvis — do you 
see his next report of December 5? 

Yes . 

Okay. And it begins, "At approximately 1020 
hours this date". If we go to the bottom of that 
page it appears to me now that Sergeant Jarvis 
has now received from Dr. Adolph the information 
about the autopsy which he has opined to you on 
November 30 that following receipt of that a 
clearer picture might emerge. Is that what that 
seems to tell you? Well, 1*11 back up. When he 
left a report on November 30 th , Jarvis — 

Yes . 

— seems to be saying I'm not sure about foul 
play? 

Yes . 

But he says, "A clearer picture will likely 
emerge once we get the results of the autopsy"? 
Yes . 

Now it appears on December 5 we're looking at new 
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information to the file, it appears to me that 

significant new information is related by 

Sergeant Jarvis at that time by saying he now has 

spoken to Dr. Adolph and has the results of the 

autopsy? 

A Yes. 

Q And he files a report providing that 

supplementary information? 

A Yes. 

Q And what he does conclude, and if we go to the 

next page of his investigation report, he writes 
an investigation — or continuation report to you 
in which he says, "Adolph confirmed there was no 
signs of trauma to the deceased and that no foul 
play was evident and the deceased was a well- 
nourished 17 year old." Do you see where he 
reports that in his continuation report? 

A I don't know. I don't see what you're — 

Q Do you see that in the report there now — 

A Yes, I do. 

Q — Mr. Johnson? Okay. So as I look at this, and 
I try to figure out what may have happened or 
what new information came along, it appears to me 
that although he doesn't seem to be convinced 
that there's foul play when he reports to you on 
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November 30 th — 

A Yes. 

Q — he just says because of the suggestion, 

perhaps Major Crime should be involved. That's - 
is that what you read that to say? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. But he said, "We'11 get a clearer picture 

once we get the autopsy," and as an investigator 
I suspect that you would anticipate that an 
autopsy may be significant in. helping an 
investigator decide whether or not to pursue foul 
play or suspicious death versus leaving it as a 
sudden death? 

A Definitely, yes. 

Q Sure. So it would be reasonable for Mr. Jarvis 

to say, "Well./ we'll get a better picture once I 
see the autopsy"? It would be reasonable for him 
to say, "We'll know better once the autopsy's 
in " ? 

A Yes. 

Q Sure. And having gotten the autopsy report which 
says there's no sign of foul play, would that 
assist Mr. Jarvis in deciding whether or not to 
pursue it as a Major Crimes suspicious death 
investigation? 
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A Yes. 

Q Did you, in your time with the Police Service, 
know the P's or the general reputation of the 
P ' s? 

A Not to my knowledge, no. 

Q As I understand your evidence, although we do not 

have on the file any memorandums or 
communications between — well, communications to 
deal with any discussions that you may have had 
with the staff sergeant in Major Crimes, you 
can't tell us whether or not such discussions 
actually took place at the time? 

A No. 

Q Okay. So, given the memorandum of Sergeant 

Jarvis saying send to Major Crimes, the practice 
would be to have a discussion between yourself as 
the staff sergeant in Morality with the staff 
sergeant in Major Crimes? 

A Yes. With the investigator. 

Q Sure. And with a view to looking at it saying 
what do we see, what do we believe, given our 
police knowledge and best information available 
at this time, should be done on this matter? 

A Yes, that's what we would have talked about. 

Q Sure. 
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A It was — 

Q And in — in making that decision, you would be 
making it based upon, of course, the knowledge 
and information available to you in 1990? 

A Yes. 

Q You wouldn't be — have the benefit of having to 
see and review the file with the benefit of 
events which were later to occur ten years later 
in the year 2000? 

A No. 

Q Did you, in 1990, know Constable Louttit? 

A Pardon? 

Q Did you,, in 1990, know Constable Louttit? 

A Did I which? 

Q Did you know Constable Ernie Louttit? 

A Yes, I would have known him.. 

Q Do you have any recollection that he came to you 

in December or thereabouts of 1990 to ask 
questions about the nature of the. investigation? 

A Not that I can recall., no. 

Q You were asked questions about whether or not 

there was any indication on the file that 
Constable Hartwig — well, that Sergeant Jarvis 
had communicated with Constable Hartwig about any 
potential contact with Neil Stonechild on the 
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night in question, and your indication was you 
didn't see anything on the file. I believe 
that's an accurate observation. Can you tell us 
if Sergeant Jarvis had wished to communicate or 
approach Constables Hartwig and Senger, what were 
his options? How might that be done? 

A I guess if he felt it was not relevant or 
anything else, it was not put in there. 

Q Sure. But if he did contact them, how could he 

contact them? What — what options would he have 
as to how to make that approach? Well, could he 
go see them in person? 

A He would have likely talked to them in person I 
would assume, yes. 

Q Could he leave a memo or a Jet Set? How else 
might he contact someone who worked in a 
different platoon and division? 

A He could have left a memo with Jet Set, just left 
anything. 

Q In your time when you supervised Sergeant Jarvis, 
did you have occasion to note Sergeant Jarvis's 
habit in respect of taking notes and recording 
matters which occurred? Did you have time to 
review his notes from time to time in relation to 
files? 
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A X never reviewed his notes, no. They were his 
notes. 

Q In any discussions you had with Sergeant Jarvis, 
were there times when he would meet with you and 
have to review his notes for the purposes of 
discussing matters with you? 

A I — yes, I suppose. 

Q X guess what I'm trying to find out is, did 

Sergeant Jarvis have a — have a habit of keeping 
comprehensive and thorough notes? 

A I couldn't say he did or he didn't. I — 

Q Mr. Stack has been kind enough to produce to me a 
copy of Sergeant Jarvis's notes. I just want to 
show them to you for one particular reference. 
December 5, you see that? 

A M'hm. 

Q There's an indication at the top of page 96. 

Just if you would just read that if you can, and 
I'll ask you about it after. 

A M'hm. 

Q Did you read it? And the page that I was 

referring you to, Mr. Johnson, was page 96 of the 
notes, and it has to do with December 6 th , 1990 
there's a notation at the top that reads, "Called 
Stella Stonechild re: occurrence 47 — or 
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97411/90." Would that be good police work then 
by Sergeant Jarvis to follow up to — 

A Yes. 

Q — Mrs. Bignell or to advise about the results of 

the investigation? 

A Yes. 

MR. STEVENSON: Those are the questions I have. 

Thank you very much. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Are there any other questions? 

MR. WORME: I will have some questions, Mr. 

Commissioner. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, we'll — we'll take a short 

adjournment then. 

(PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 11:26 A.M. & RECONVENED AT 11:43 
A.M. ) 

MR. GIBSON: Mr. Commissioner, my apologies. An 

administrative oversight. 1 spoke to Mr. Hesje 
about this matter. I did put some questions to 
Mr. Winslow earlier and referenced a StarPhoenix 
article that I neglected to mark, and I'm 
wondering if it would be appropriate to mark that 
at this time. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well. 

MR. GIBSON: P-72, I think. 

P-72, My Lord. 
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THE COMMISSIONER: 73? 

EXHIBIT P-72: STARPHOENIX ARTICLE DATED FEBRUARY 22, 2000 
REFERENCING AN INTERVIEW BY LESLIE PERREAUX WITH MS. BIGNELL 
MR. WORME, examining: 

Q Good morning, Mr. Johnson. If you have any 

trouble hearing me or understanding me just let 
me know, please. Okay? I believe, sir, that you 
had indicated it was the investigator's 
responsibility to inform the complainant or the 
victim as to when a file has been concluded? 

A Yes. 

Q And do you know if there was a policy 

specifically that would direct an investigator to 
perform that particular function? 

A No, I don't, but he had basically the most 

knowledge of anybody of the — on the file, so he 
was the guy that would do it. 

Q All right. So your subordinates didn't follow a 
guideline or anything that you would have issued 
or anybody superior to your office would have 
issued? 

A Not that I know. 

Q And if there was such a policy, whose 

responsibility would it be to issue that sort of 
a policy? 
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I don't know. 

I believe you had indicated that you had no way 
of knowing what Sergeant Jarvis had done between 
the 30 th of November and the 5 th of December 
because he wouldn't have told you what he did; ia 
that fair? Sergeant Jarvis was on his four days 
off. 

Yes . 

You were aware of that? 

Yes . 

And the only way that you would know what one of 
your subordinates have done on their days off, if 
they were working on a file, was by the reports 
that they would leave on the file; is that a fair 
statement? 

He may have came and told me if he was. I don't 
recall, but — 

All fight. Maybe I can ask you, did some of your 
subordinates, that is the officers working under 
your command, did some of them continue to work 
even on their days off? 

Yes . 

And would they make a notation somewhere, whether 
on the file or in their own books, if they had 
performed any kind of work during their time off? 
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A I don't know. 

Q Would they be paid for any time that they worked 
on their — on their days off? 

A No. 

Q Was it your practice to work during your days 
off? 

A No. 

Q You have indicated to us that even when files are 
marked concluded that they remain open in the 
event that other information comes forward? 

A Yes. 

Q And you'll agree with me that if the exhibits are 
destroyed it makes it pretty tough to reopen a 
file? 

A Not really. 

Q No. Okay. What about if the file is destroyed; 
you'd agree with me that it would be virtually 
impossible to reopen a file? 

A Yes. 

Q I wonder if we can look at photograph number 41. 
You have been referred to P-61 which is in front 
of you — 

A Yes. 

Q — Mr. Johnson, and I believe you were directed 

to Sergeant Jarvis's reporting of Dr. Adolph's 
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comments. 

Yes . 

You recall that? That is in Sergeant Jarvis’s 
December 5 th report? 

Yes . 

It indicates in there that the — the comments 
that were attributed to Dr. Adolph was that there 
were no signs of trauma to the deceased? 

Yes. 

That is a photograph that we have from the 
autopsy, we are told, of Neil Stonechild, and 
you'll agree with me, sir, that that appears to 
be trauma to the face of the deceased? 

Yes, I would. 

And the suggestion, again attributed to Dr. 

Adolph by Sergeant Ja rvis, is that there were no 
-- there was no signs of foul play evident. Do 
you recall that in the report in front of you, 
sir? 

Yes . 

And having looked at that photograph, and having 
looked at the comments attributed to Dr. Adolph, 
would you agree with me that there is perhaps a 
misinterpretation of Dr. Adolph's comments? 

I don't know because what he was commenting on 
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really. Like, those injuries may not have caused 
death. I don't know. 

Q L think you're absolutely right, sir, and, in 
fact. Dr. Adolph has told us that his comment 
would have been to the effect that there was no 
trauma that would have caused death. So I think 
you're — you're exactly right on. 

A That would be my — 

Q All right. And if you had a conversation with an 

officer who was closing a file, I believe you've 
told us that you would approve the closure of a 
file, and if that was given to you, that 
information, that this is what the coroner has 
told me, then you would be inclined to go along 
with closing the file; is that right? 

A Yes. 

MR. WORME: Thank you, sir. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

MR. HALYK, examining: 

Q Mr. Johnson, Si Halyk representing FSIN. Have 

you — are you familiar with the term police 
drop-offs? 

A I don't know what you mean, familiar. I recall 
that there was some guys that were reprimanded 
for doing such. 
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Q Okay. And so — so you understand that that's a 
police officer taking somebody in custody and 
then taking him to a location other than a 
recognized detention facility; that type of 
situation? 

A Yes. 

Q And you say you're familiar with those. Which 
ones are you familiar with? Any particular 
names? 

A The only one I can recall right now, and I 

wouldn't recall it either if Bruce Bolton hadn't 
said that he had been involved in one and — 

Q You remembered that when he mentioned it? 

A When he mentioned it, yes. 

Q You remembered he — 

A Otherwise I had forgot about it. 

Q Yeah. Well, it's not something that sticks out 
in your mind as unusual? 

A Pardon? 

Q Doesn't it stick out in your mind as unusual when 
you hear of things like that? Do you not think 
it unusual for police to do that? 

A Yes. 

Q Yeah. So that would stick out in your mind, 

would it not, when you know about those things? 
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A Not really. It was kind of an isolated incident. 

Q So don't isolated incidents kind of stick out in 
one's mind? 

A I did recall it, yeah, once I heard him mention 
it, yes, but it doesn't really stick out in my 
rtjind, no. 

Q Okay. Is there a reason why not? 

A I don't know why there should be a reason it 
would. 

Q Okay. Well, that's — that's a good point, I 

suppose. So you're saying that there's nothing 
unusual about that or it's not an unusual 
circumstance or what are you saying? 

A It's unusual, yes, but — 

Q Are there other Instances that you're aware of, 
sir? 

A There was one other one that I saw, I don't know, 
in the newspaper something where Constable King's 
name was mentioned. I — 

Q You remember about that one — 

A No. 

Q — of your own memory? 

A No, I don't remember that one. 

Q Are there any that you remember out of your own 
memory? 
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A 

No. 

2 


Q 

Okay. Well, let me ask you specifically. Have 

3 



you participated at any time in any such similar 

4 



kind of activity? 

5 


A 

No. 

6 


Q 

Okay. Are you aware of anyone else that you've 

7 



been working with who has participated in that 

8 



activity, that you have personal knowledge of? 

9 


A 

No, I haven't. 

10 


Q 

None. 

11 


A 

None. 

12 

MR. 

HALYK 

Okay, sir, thank you. 

13 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

14 

MR. 

FOX, 

examinina: 

15 


Q 

Mr. Commissioner, the witness was asked to 

16 



comment on photo 41, and I had a couple questions 

17 



for this witness on that. If that photo could be 

18 



placed up there again., please. Now, Mr. Johnson, 

19 



I'm not sure if you know. This is a picture of 

20 



Neil Stonechild. 

21 


A 

Yes . 

22 


Q 

Are you — are you aware of that? 

23 


A 

Yes . 

24 


Q 

Okay. Do you know when this photo was taken? 

25 


A 

No, I — 
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Q Do you have any knowledge of that? 

A No idea. I would assume at the autopsy, but I 

don't know. 

Q Well# we've heard evidence that this photo would 
have been taken at the autopsy and this would 
have been after Mr. Stonechild, the body had 
thawed out and was taken at that time. Do you 
know how this photo compares to the condition 
that Mr. Stonechild's body was in at the time it 
was found? Do you know how this photo compares 
to that? 

A No, I don't. 

Q For example, we see a very black lower lip on 

this photo. Do you know if that is a result of 
the thawing process that took place, the freezing 
and thawing process, or if that has anything to 
do with trauma in the sense of injury or foul 
play? Do you know that? 

A No. 

Q No, you don't. If I told you that that black lip 
on the bottom was — was due to the thawing 
process after having frozen and the way the blood 
flows into that area, such that it isn't related 
to an injury that's inflicted on someone, might 
that change your opinion of the significance of 
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1 whether there's any sign of trauma or foul play 

2 there? 

3 A I don't ever recall having — 

4 Q Sure. 

5 A — seen them photos. 

6 Q And again, if —- if you were aware that the 

7 description that was given by the Dr. Adolph who 

8 performed the autopsy was that there was 

9 superficial scratches on the face with no 

10 bruising or swelling, might you agree that that's 

11 an indication of a lack of foul play, if that's 

12 all it was? 

13 A A few scratches? 

14 Q Yeah, superficial scratches with no swelling or 

15 bruising; if that's what the doctor said — 

16 A Yeah. 

17 Q — that he saw on the face. 

18 A Not really an indication of foal play, no. 

19 MR. FOX: Thanks. 

20 THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? Do you have 

21 anything further, Mr. Hesje? 

22 MR. HESJE: No, I don't. 

23 THE COMMISSIONER: I have one question, Mr. Johnson. 

24 Assuming — assuming that there had been a 

25 meeting between you and the Major Crimes staff 
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sergeant and the investigator, assume for the 
moment that took place, would that have generated 
an investigation report or a memorandum to the 
file? 

THE WITNESS: Not likely, no. 

THE COMMISSIONER: There wouldn't have been any 

record of it at all? 

THE WITNESS: Unless the investigator made notes 

of it in his book, no. 

THE COMMISSIONER: But — but normally that wouldn't 

happen; it would be just an undocumented meeting, 
is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. Yes. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, suppose, for example, at 

that meeting that Major Crimes said to you and to 
the investigator, "We think you're barking up the 
wrong tree here, we don't think this is a Major 
Crimes issue at all because of these factors", 
would that not enter into the record of the 
investigation somewhere so there was an 
explanation as to why Major Crimes was waving 
off? 

THE WITNESS: Possibly not, no. It would depend 

on the investigator, whether he put it into one. 

THE COMMISSIONER: So it would be just sort of a 
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mystery as to why nothing was done as a 

consequence of the suggestion it go to Major 

Crimes,, is that right? 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Thank you. You're excused. 

MR. HESJE: Mr. Commissioner, the next witness 

is I think a staff sergeant, Neil Wylie. 

SERGEANT WYLIE: Sergeant. 

MR. HESJE: Sergeant, sorry. 

DOUGLAS NEIL WYLIE, sworn, testifies: 

MR. HESJE, examination-in-chief: 

Q Sergeant Wylie, the Rules of Practise and 

Procedure established for this inquiry provide 
that all witnesses must be advised that they have 
the protection of section 37 of The Saskatchewan 
Evidence Act and section 5 of the Canada Evidence 
Act. These statutory provisions state the 
testimony that may tend to criminate you, tend to 
establish liability to a civil proceeding, and 
which testimony you would not be compelled to 
provide at common law, shall not be used or 
admissible in evidence against you in a criminal 
trial or other criminal proceedings against you, 
other than the prosecution for perjury in the 
giving of evidence or for the giving of 
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contradictory evidence, and shall not be used or 
receivable in evidence against you in any other 
civil proceeding or any of the proceeding under 
an act of the Legislature of Saskatchewan. You 
are hereby advised that such protection shall 
apply without you expressly invoking such 
protection. Sergeant Wylie, you're a member of 
the Saskatoon Police Service? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q And you have been a member for approximately 25 
years? 

A Twenty-five years, three months. 

Q You're currently a sergeant as you've just 
corrected me? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q And you're assigned to Major Crimes Unit? 

A Yes, I am. 

Q And Cold File Section of the Major Crimes Unit? 

A Yes, I'm the investigator of Cold File Squad, 

they call it. 

Q Can you just explain what that is? 

A What happens is over the years there's a number 

of files for whatever reason come to dead ends. 
Those files always remain open and we tend to do 
follow-up on them as much as possible. It was 
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created in the last few years and I was the 
second officer that's been assigned to that unit. 
We usually take somebody that has been within — 
in major crime investigations before and we 
simply use those investigators and their 
expertise and experience to assist in following 
up on those files. 

In that capacity, have you had any contact with 
the Stonechild file? 

No. 

That is, it's not a file that was subject to an 
investigation as part of the Cold Files Section? 
No, it was not. 

Now Constable Wylie, there is — some of the 
background, I think you're likely aware of this 
matter, Neil Stonechild's frozen body was found 
on November 29 th , 1990, then Sergeant Jarvis was 
assigned as an investigator. I want to refer you 
to a note in Sergeant Jarvis's notebook. I'm 
just going to read it to you. I don't know that 
— and this is document I.D. number 1179 at page 
44 for counsel's benefit. The quotation I want 
to refer to is this, "Word out that P's had it in 
for the deceased. Constable Wylie indicated 
deceased provided info re: charges against P's 
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on," and there's a date that I'm afraid I would 
be guessing to try to make it out. But, now, do 
you recall providing any information to Sergeant 
Jarvis with respect to ah incident involving the 
P's and Neil Stonechild? 

A I have no independent recollection of providing 
that Information to Sergeant Jarvis, but I am 
aware of the incident that he's talking about, 
and after seeing that note when we had our first 
meeting I was able to come up with the occurrence 
that I was referring to. . 

Q Okay. Now, the — I want to ask you then about 
the occurrence. We will come to the reports and 
so on, but can you just explain, do you have an 
independent recollection of the event? 

A Very vague independent relection [ph] — 
recollection of that event. 

Q That's fine, but you have reviewed the Saskatoon 

Police Service files available with respect to 
that? 

A Yes, I have. 

Q Now, and indeed you've provided us with copies of 
the — an occurrence report with respect to that 
incident? 

A That's correct. 
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Q I guess the first question is, where were — how 
did you locate copies of that occurrence report? 

A With great difficulty. We had a storage area 

upstairs in the police service where there was a 
purge of files, I think it dates back, I'm not 
sure when it happened, but the files that were 
not purged are stored upstairs in a storage area 
of the police service and if you're fortunate 
enough there's certain cases that they did keep. 
You can go through the SIMS, the Saskatoon 
Information Management System, come up with the 
occurrence number, go upstairs and physically 
search through all those files. In this 
particular case I went into the box of 1990, I 
went through the occurrences and I found a copy 
of that occurrence. 

Q Now, I take it that in your capacity as Cold 

Files Section you're looking you're dealing with 
old files? 

A I do that a lot, yes. 

Q All right. Okay. And do you have an 

understanding of why certain files were 
maintained in spite of the purging or what was 
the rhyme or reason behind what was maintained 
and what was not? 
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A I think it, and again speculation, but I think it 
had something to do with what The Police Act said 
could be destroyed and could not be destroyed. 
Administration would have to confirm that. 

Q All right. But in terms of the types of files 
that you have seen stored, is there any pattern 
to them? 

A There appears to be files in there that related 
to homicides, files that are related to violent 
sexual assaults, violent crime in general is 
stored in that area, indications on some of those 
files anything with sexual abuse, it can be in 
that area. It — there's no rhyme or reason to 
what I can see that's in there but there are a 
number of them. 

Q Now, you referred to the fact that you reviewed a 
box of 1990 files. 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q Did you look to see whether there's any file on 
Neil Stonechild in that box? 

A What I did was I referred onto SIMS looking 
towards Neil Stonechild. I found the 1990 
occurrence that involved Eddie Rushton that I 
investigated and I pulled that file out by 
occurrence number. I didn't check for any other 
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occurrence numbers other than the one in 
question. 

Q Now, based on -- I have placed in front of you a 
document that has been disclosed as SI-105 and. 
Sergeant Wylie, I believe that's documents that 
you provided to our office, the Commission 
office, I believe in August of this year? 

A It appears to be a copy of that document, yes. 

Q And that's a copy of the material that you 

located as you previously described, found in 
some closed-out file. 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q All right. Now, you have had a chance to review 
that occurrence report and the related documents? 

A Yes, I have. 

Q Based on your review of that, can you tell us 
what your involvement was in this incident? 

A What happened was Patrol was dispatched to the 
1100 block of Avenue K North and the report 
indicates that this had taken place I believe on 
the 10 th of August at around 9:15 in the morning. 
What happened was, there was a male in that 
neighbourhood that had gone to neighbours. He 
had been badly assaulted, he was bleeding 
profusely from the head. Upon arrival several 
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police units found that this individual needed 
hospital attention which we made arrangements 
for. During that period of time this individual 
had identified that he had been assaulted by 
three people. He subsequently was transported to 
the hospital and later that day one of the people 
that he had identified as being responsible for 
assaulting him had called into the Police 
Service. 

I personally attended to that 
location. Based on the information which had 
been relayed to me earlier in the morning by the 
victim, Mr. Rushton, I initiated an arrest, and 
the individual at that time that was arrested was 
Mr. Errol Pratt. Mr. Rushton had told us at that 
time that Errol Pratt along with two other 
individuals had broken into his house, robbed him 
of jewellery and cash. It was — it was a 
strange event, but there was a great deal of 
violence that was executed and we had reason to 
believe that most of the information that had 
been provided by Mr. Rushton was correct at the 
time.. 

Q Now, when you say a great deal of violence to the 
victim, Eddie Rushton, do you have any 
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recollection, or based on your notes can you tell 
us the extent of the injuries suffered by Mr. 
Rushton? 

A It was two large gashes to the head that took a 
large amount of stitches. The exact number I 
don't know. 

Q Now, were you then assigned to investigate this 
situation? 

A What had happened on this particular instance is, 
our Investigative unit at the time was extremely 
busy. What we would usually do in those 
circumstances is tell the victim that we would 
initiate an investigation, get as much 
information as possible, but advise him that 
there would be an investigator assigned. In the 
interim though there was a number of people 
involved here and I would generally try to get 
statements from those individuals as I had 
initiated an arrest. So in between my other 
assignments that I was doing that day I was 
basically trying to track down witnesses. 

The next day, however, an arrest 
had been made of a second subject identified as G 
P and I was called to detention by Jerome Engele 
who had initiated that arrest, and at this point 
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in time we continued on with the investigation. 

As we started to work onto this investigation we 
found that there was a second instance involved 
which was a house break-in. The incidents seemed 
to have taken place over some stolen guns that 
were taken from 214 Shea Crescent. 

As we started talking to people 
that were involved in this it became evident that 
an individual by the name of S B and Neil 
Stor.echild had perpetrated the house break-ir. at 
214 Shea Crescent and had taken the firearms to 
the address of 1109 Avenue K. There was some 
confusion in how the stories were coming out and 
we believe that initially Mr. Rushton who was the 
victim was trying to protect the identity of Mr. 
Stor.echild and Mr. B as being responsible for 
that crime. 

However, after talking to him at 
some time he provided a second statement, 
basically giving us a pretty good overview of 
what we believe was correct, that the guns were 
at the house, G P had come over, looked at the 
guns, shown interest in purchasing these 
firearms. 

Stolen from 214 Shea Crescent was 
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also jewellery and alcohol. They started to 
drink this alcohol and it appears that everybody 
was getting quite inebriated and a fight broke 
out. Indications are that G P left the 
residence, went down to a local bar, got his 
brother, two individuals that were with his 
brother being Spencer Bear and Raymond Lafond. 
They returned back to 1109 Avenue K and began 
assaulting people that were in the house. 

We were able to ascertain at the 
time that Neil had been punched and slapped by G 
P, but to what extent everybody had been injured, 
I can't I can't recall. He was not hospitalized 
as was Mr. Rushton, I know that. 

Q Now, based on your — the documents you were able 
to locate, were charges laid? 

A Yes, charges were laid against everybody in 

regards -- I had asked for a case summary for Mr. 
Lafond and Mr. Bear. We arrested G P and we 
arrested Errol Pratt, S B and Neil Stonechild 
were also charged with the break in. 

Q Now, based on your review, was Neil Stonechild 
listed as a witness to the assault charges 
arising out of the incident at Avenue K? 

A Yes, he was. 
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Q And can you tell us whether he ever,; in fact, 
testified? 

A I have — X have — I'm sorry, I can't. I don't 
know. 

Q I'm showing you a complaint hard copy. I don't 
know whether you've had a chance to review that 
one or not. You're familiar with what a 
complaint hard copy is? 

A Yes, I am. 

Q Does that relate to the incident you've been 
describing at Avenue K? 

A Yes, it does. 

Q All right. Now, on this document it has at the 
bottom of the page, has dispatch details? 

A That's correct. 

Q From that document can you tell us who was 

dispatched to the scene? 

A Bradley Senger, Ryan Smith, Constable Judy 

McHarg, Glen Winslow, myself and Constable 
Lawrence Hartwig. 

Q Now, you've also provided us with copies of your 
notes for August 10 th , 1990. I put a copy in 
front of you. 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q Those are indeed notes from your notebook? 
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A Yes, they are. 

Q Made by yourself? 

A Yes, they were. 

Q Now, I'm looking at the top of the third page. 

Can you read your note there? 

A Yeah, sometimes I can, and today I think I'll be 
able to, yes. 

Q Could you just read out loud the first three 
lines? 

A "Constable Hartwig spoke to Neil Stonechild." 

Q And when you make a note of that in your — why 
would you have made a note of that in your 
notebook? 

A It's just speculation, but I think there was 

probably two victims and I spoke to Mr. Rushton 
and I just made a note that Constable Hartwig is 
probably speaking to the other victim. That's 
all I can think of. 

Q But in any event, that's a note that you made on 
August 10 th — 

A That's correct. 

Q — 1990 with relation to this incident -- 

A Yes. 

Q — at Avenue K. Now, do you have any 

recollection of the nature of any injuries 
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suffered by Neil Stonechild? 

A To what extent, no, but I — I do —* it was an 

assault, like a punch or a kick. Again, I don't 
recall any weapons being involved with that. 

Q So again, and I think you've already testified to 
this, you have no independent recollection of 
providing that information to — information with 
respect to this incident to Sergeant Jarvis? 

A No, but it — it would have been something that I 
would have done based on the nature of the events 
that had taken place and that Mr. Stonechild was 
found out of town or close to city limits. I 
would have brought that to Keith Jarvis's 
attention. 

Q Can you just explain for us the thought process 
that would go through that? Do you recall 
learning that Neil Stonechild's body had been 
found? 

A J I must have because I did speak to Mr. 

Jarvis according to his notes — 

Q Yeah. 

A -- but again, I don't recall when or how I heard 
that. 

Q But is this the type of information when you — 
in 1990, and this is likely somewhat speculation 
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on your part, but in, 1990 when you received 
information that Neil Stonechild's body had been 
found, why would this event come back to mind? 

A As — as you read through the statements, Mr. 

Rushton is very adamant about threats being made 
that he wasn't supposed to tell anybody and there 
was a female involved, and unfortunately I don't 
recall, and we tried to track her down as a 
witness, and again she was very reluctant to say 
anything because she feared repercussions, and 
I'm -- I'm of the opinion that I went to Mr. 

Jarvis because of that event and the fear that 
these people had displayed in relation to the 
event that had taken place at 1106 Avenue K. 

Q Let's be even more direct. Did you view this as 
a potential motive if somebody had been involved 
in Neil Stonechild's death? 

A Certainly. 

Q And that's why you brought it to the 
,investigator's attention? 

A Yes, certainly. 

Q Did you have any involvement in the Stonechild 

investigation in .1990, 1991? 

A No. 

Q I take it you don't have any recollection then as 
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to what was done with the information you — that 
was provided to Sergeant Jarvis? 

A No. 

Q At least you have no recollection back at that 
time? 

A Not at that time. 

Q I'm sorry, Mr. Commissioner, bear with me for a 
moment. Sergeant Wylie, you were aware, I think 
you've indicated, that charges were laid against 
G P and others as a result of this incident at 
Avenue K? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q And I believe you had indicated you don't know 
what the disposition of those charges was? 

A I don't. 

Q And you don't know whether actually — whether 

Neil actually testified? 

A I don't recall if he did. 

Q In — if I was to tell you those charges 

ultimately were stayed and that Neil did not 
testify, does that bring back any recollection? 

A I'm afraid not. 

Q Is that something though that you might have 
looked into in terms of a possible motive? 

A Probably not. I probably would have passed that 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


342 5 Exam-in-chief D. Wylie 

by Mr. Hesje 

information on to Sergeant Jarvis and my — my 
expectations would be that he would follow that 
up. 

Q Would you agree with the proposition that if, in 
fact, he had not testified against the P's it was 
less likely that there was some motive for them 
being involved in his death? 

A Yes, that would change things. 

MR. HESJE: Thank you. Sergeant Wylie. That's 

all the questions I have for you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I expect there'll be some cross- 

examination, so it's probably a logical time for 
us to adjourn. 

MR. HESJE: Sorry, I did want to mark that 

document. We can do that this afternoon. 

(PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 12:23 P.M. & RECONVENED AT 2:02 

P .M. ) 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Hesje? 

MR. HESJE: Commissioner Wright, this is a 

little out of the ordinary proceedings, but as I 
believe you are aware, and most of my colleagues 
would be aware, we tragically lost one of our 
colleagues last week, Stuart Eisner, a respected 
member of the Bar, who was lost very prematurely, 

I think at the age 48 or 49. His funeral is 
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1 EXHIBIT P-73: OCCURRENCE REPORT & RELATED DOCUMENTS 

2 MR. HESJE: The second document is the copies 

3 of Sergeant Wylie's notes, P-74. 

4 CLERK: P-74, My Lord. 

5 THE COMMISSIONER: Thank you. 

6 EXHIBIT P-74: COPY OF NOTES MADE BY SERGEANT WYLIE 

7 MR. HESJE: And the third document was the 

8 Saskatoon Police Service complaint hard copy 


9 



related to the incident of August 

10th, 1990. 

10 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: P-75. 


11 

MR. 

HESJE 

: Thank you. 


12 

EXHIBIT P- 

-75: COMPLAINT HARD COPY RE: COMPLAINT OF AUGUST 

13 

10, 

1990 



14 

MR. 

PLAXTON, examinincr: 


15 


Q 

Sergeant Wylie, I'm Drew Plaxton, 

acting on behalf 

16 



of the Police Association. A few 

questions, if I 

17 



may, primarily concerning this robbery incident 

18 



involving Messrs Rushton and P. Firstly, 

19 



concerning the document you have. 

which I believe 

20 



now is P-73. Do you still have a 

copy in front of 

21 



you or — 


22 


A 

I have a copy that I brought with 

me. 

23 


Q 

Okay. We can give you one, too. 


24 


A 

Okay, that's fine. Thank you. 


25 


Q 

Looking at that document, it appears there are 


portions of the file that aren't with this 
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particular document, — 

A Yeah. 

Q — does that make sense? 

A That's quite possible, yes. 

Q Okay. I think information has it that some of the 
documents off this file may have gone over to the 
break and enter file? 

A Yes, that's correct, they did. 

Q Okay. And there was a statement from Neil 

Stonechild which may well have made it there? 

A Yes, that would have been attached to the break-in 
at 214 Shea Crescent. 

Q Okay. And from what you're — what I'm hearing it 
appears that that file may have been destroyed as 
being a non-violent crime file? Does that make 
sense? 

A That makes sense, yes. 

Q Okay. And same as the Stonechild file itself, if 

|:t was listed as a sudden death without suspicion 
of homicide, it, too, would be a non-violent crime 
file? 

A Yes, I imagine it would. 

Q Okay. A part also missing, I believe, from this 

file, and I don't know why, is the court documents 
in relation to GP? I do have a copy of the court 
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file. 

A Yeah, that's quite possible. 

Q In relation to Mr. P. In looking at that it 

appears to be relating to occurrence number 64509- 
90. Is that the same robbery trial we've been 
speaking of? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q Okay. And there we have an Information and some 
supporting documents, complete with endorsements 
from, I believe, the Provincial Court. Does that 
look like what we have there? 

A Yes, it is. 

MR. PLAXTON: Okay. Can we mark that, Mr. 

Commissioner? 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well*. P-7 6. 

MR. PLAXTON: Thank you. 

EXHIBIT P-76: COPY OF COURT FILE IN RELATION TO MR. P. 

(INFORMATION & SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS FROM PROVINCIAL COURT) 

Q MR. PLAXTON: Now one of the last questions you 

were asked concerning any possible motive or 
possibility Mr. P may have had something to do 
with Mr. Stonechild's death was whether or not he 
had — I'll just let you mark the exhibit — is, I 
believe, whether or not he had testified against 


25 


Mr. P? 
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That's correct. 

Now we have heard evidence, and I assume it's 
common knowledge amongst some sectors that to be a 
"rat" is tantamount to signing your own death 
warrant in some situations, is that accurate? 

Yes, that's accurate. 

Okay. And the rat, of course, being the informant 
or one who will turn on his or her group, if you 
will — 

Peer. 

— peers? 

That's correct, yes. 

Yeah. Now would the same apply also if a person 
perceived you were going to testify, i.e. if you'd 
shown up for court but court didn't go ahead? 

I would suspect in that situation very much so. 
Okay. Because I think we do have evidence that 
Mr. Stonechild was taken to Provincial Court by 
the person operating the home he was in. If we 
look at the endorsements, I think what we find — 
if you can just take a quick look? We have the 
matter being adjourned August 13, 14, I believe, 

17 he was held in custody and it would appear, if 
you look briefly at the first endorsements, he was 
held pending trial and then on the 24th of 
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October, 1990, that, I believe, would be the 
fourth page down, a stay of proceedings was 
entered on the charges. Does that look accurate? 
Yes, it does. 

Okay. And at that point, if that's all he was 
being held on, I assume in the normal course of 
events he would have been released? 

Yes. 

Okay. Now dealing, if we might, with the matter 
at the Rushton house, if I could have you have 
reference to P-73? 

Seventy-three? 

Seventy-three, yes. I don't intend to have you 
read the entire document, it's a fairly lengthy 
document, but there are some excerpts I believe 
may help with the matter before the Commission. 
Firstly, you have underlined — or outlined, I 
believe, the basic facts concerning the event. If 
I can have you turn -- first, we have a number of 
police reports. At the outset we have an 
occurrence report, that would have been yours? 

Yes, that's correct. 

Okay. And we have a notation, that would have 
been forwarded to Major Crime? I think page 1 
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Yes. 

Okay. Then we have another report from yourself 
concerning possible witnesses or at least — 

A case summary? 

Yeah, a case summary, okay. 

Yes. 

Then the investigation report, would that be 
yours? 

Yes. 

Okay. A few points, if I might, in the 
investigation report. The actors, just briefly 
again, we had Eddie Rushton, who was in the house, 
Neil Stonechild, who was in the house. The deal, 
as we understand it, is Stonechild had obtained 
guns, likely from a break and enter on Shea 
Crescent? 

That's correct. 

And Mr. P had come, originally wanted the guns, 
went away, got reinforcements from the bar, or 
wherever, came back, then assaulted the 
individuals and took the guns. Is that basically 
the scenario? 

That's the scenario, yes. 

Okay. There's some indication, I believe, that 
Mr. Rushton may have pointed a gun at Mr. P, do 
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you recall anything about that? 

Yes, that's what the Ps had said in their 
statement, yeah. 

Okay. Now if I can direct your attention to what 
is numbered page 2 of your investigation report 
dated August 12 of '90? 

Okay. 

The first page starts with "Constable Wylie 
reports that on the 11th of August ...", is that 
the document you have? 

Yes, page 2 of that document? 

Yes. 

Yes. 

I wonder if you could read to us the second 
paragraph, beginning with "After confronting him 
with the story of the firearms and the break, 
enter and theft", if you can read a few sentences 
along there as to what is described in that 
report? 

Okay. "... break, enter and theft from the 
information which the police had gained he 
provided a second statement at 1059, which was 
more accurate and basically described the entire 
events which had taken place." 

Okay. When you say, "he", is that Eddie Rushton? 
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Yes, Mr. Rushton. 

Okay. I believe — okay, if you can keep — 

Oh, do you want me to read on? 

Okay, if you can carry on please, yes. 

Okay. "He admitted that the guns were in the 
house. He states that GP came over to the 
residence, saw the guns and showed particular 
interest in the" — and that should read .30-06 
rifle, "...which GP had described to Constable 
Wylie and Engele previously as being the weapon 
which had been pointed at his head. He further 
stated that a fight had broken out between Neil 
Stonechild and GP and that he also had an 
altercation with Ray Musqua. He stated that he 
eventually told P to leave. He reports that Neil 
Stonechild, along with two females, had stayed at 
1106 Avenue K North. He states that he left for a 
short period of time and had returned to his 
residence. He, along with PC were visiting in the 
living room at approximately 0530 hours, at which 
time he went back to the washroom and in coming 
out of the washroom he was attacked by Errol Pratt 
who smashed him in the head. He stated that all 
the subjects were yelling and screaming about the 
firearms and appeared to be only interested in the 
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firearms that had come from the break and enter 
and believes that that is why he was assaulted." 

Q Okay. I wonder if you could then go to the next 
page? And, Mr. Commissioner, there was some more 
of that paragraph, if anyone else wants to revisit 
it, but the next page states — okay, first, "He 
denies any involvement at any time pointing a 
firearm at GP." Then if you could read the next 
paragraph please, sir? 

A "Once this information had been received by Edmund 
Rushton, a statement was taken from Neil 
Stonechild, who admitted to the break and enter 
and theft and the fact that the guns were at the 
residence of 1106 Avenue K North. He states that 
he was very drunk and was assaulted by GP but he 
does not remember too many of the details of the 
events which had happened after that time. Mr. 

Ray Musqua of 461 Meighen Crescent was also picked 
up and interviewed. He states that he was at the 
residence. He states that he was assaulted by GP 
who was very drunk and causing trouble. He states 
that he left at approximately 0530 hours, prior to 
the individuals coming back and taking the guns. 

He also admits that GP went to the basement with 
Neil Stonechild to look at the articles unknown to 
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him. He believes at this time that Trina 
Starblanket, who is a potential witness, had 
observed the entire altercation and police are 
presently trying to find her whereabouts in order 
that she be interviewed and a statement be taken." 
Okay. The woman you referred to earlier in your 
testimony as a possible witness, could that have 
been Trina Starblanket? 

Yes, it could have been Trina Starblanket. 

Okay. Do you know if Ms. Starblanket is still 
with us or anything of her whereabouts? 

I think Trina Starblanket has passed away. 

Okay. Now if I can have you turn further in the 
file to a report further — rather than the 
reports themselves, before we get back to that, 
there are a number of statements attached to the 
file. First we have a statement from Eddie 
Rushton, there referred to as Edmund Michael 
Rushton? 

That's correct. 

That's dated '90, August 11? 

That's correct. 

And that is a report taken by yourself or another 
member? 


That's by myself. 
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1 

Q 

Okay. That's your writing? 

2 

A 

Yes, it is. 

3 

Q 

And would it have been accurate as to what Mr. 

4 


Rushton related to you on that date, to the best 

5 


of your knowledge? 

6 

A 

Yes, it would. 

7 

Q 

And it appears to be signed. To your 

8 


recollection, would that be Mr. Rushton's 

9 


signature 

10 

A 

Yes, that's correct. 

a 

Q 

After that we have a statement by Ray Lyle Musqua' 

12 

A 

Yes. 

13 

Q 

That is 12-8-90. Similarly, that's in your 

14 


handwriting? 

15 

A 

Yes, that's correct. 

16 

Q 

It would have been what Mr. Musqua told you on 

17 


that date? 

18 

A 

Yes. 

19 

Q 

Okay. After that we again have another statement 

20 


by Edmund — or rather — yes, Edmund Michael 

21 


Rushton. This, I think, was earlier than the 

22 


other one on '90, August 11, dated 10-18? 

23 

A 

That's correct. 

24 

Q 

Again, is that in your writing? 


25 


Yes. 
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Would that be accurate as to what Mr. Rushton told 
you? 

The first time, yes. 

Okay. That — he gave you two statements on the 
same date? 

Yes, he did. Yes, that's correct. 

Okay. We then have a statement from GLP, two 
pages dated 11, August, 1990. Again, is that in 
your writing? 

Yes, it is. 

Would that be accurate as to what Mr. P told you 
on that day? 

Yes, it would be. 

Okay. There's a signature, apparently GP, that 
would be his, to the best of your recollection? 

Yes. 

Now Eddie Rushton, as I understand, he also has 
passed away, is that your understanding? 

Yes, that's correct. 

Looking at the statement of Mr. Rushton, the first 
one in the chronology — or at least in the 
document, the one dated 1059, I'm not going to ask 
you to read the whole document, but if you could 
read the paragraph, please, that starts with, "I 
sat down, had a beer and a smoke"? It's towards 
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the end of the first page? 

Okay. "I sat down and had" — just a minute. 

"Sat down, had a beer and a smoke and Neil 
Stonechild started talking about the scam he did 
along with SB and Ray Musqua. They were talking 
about how easy it was and how much money they 
would make. The booze came from there and Ray 
showed me a fist full of gold rings. They talked 
for about two hours. At approximately 2:30 GP was 
at the front with a blonde girl. He wanted to 
visit for a while. He was fairly drunk. He came 
in and he sat down. Someone poured him a drink 
and everyone started talking." 

Okay. If you can continue with the next 
paragraph? 

Okay. "Neil started talking about the scam again 
and G asked them what they had. He said he had 
guns for sale. Neil then told me they were in the 
basement. G said he wanted to see them, so Neil 
took G, myself and Ray to the basement. When we 
got to the basement the guns were lined up against 
the wall. G started to play with them. I told 
Neil I wanted them out of my house. G wanted to 
buy the .30-06. I told him not there and Neil 
assured me the guns would be gone that night. I 
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was on Neil's case to get the guns out of the 
house, but he was getting pretty drunk and he said 
he couldn't get them out until tomorrow. Everyone 
drank for a while. G got mad at Neil and punched 
him in the face. He also punched one of the girls 
in the face. I told G to leave. He told me to 
fuck myself, then said he wanted to take the .30- 
06 with him. I went to the trap door, opened it 
and told him to take them all. Neil jumped in and 
said, no, he wasn't taking anything. They had a 
scuffle and Neil got punched again. Then Ray and 
S got into it." 

Okay. I wonder if — 

And I — 

Oh, I'm sorry. I wonder if we can go on further? 
"... and I broke the fight up with P. I told 
whoever was going to stay the night to go to sleep 
and whoever was going to leave to leave." Do you 
want me to go on? 

Perhaps if we can go further on on that page. Mr. 
Rushton, about six lines up from the bottom, 
starts to relate, "I got up to go to the bathroom 
and as I was ..." 

Okay. "I got up to go to the bathroom and as I 
was coming out, the back door flew open and Errol 
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by Mr. Plaxton 

Pratt, GP, Randy Lafond, Spence Bear came running 
in. Errol Pratt hit me in the head with a steel 
bar and the other three rushed P and charged him 
into the kitchen. They beat us up by punching, 
hitting and slapping us. They then threw us in 
the cellar. G opened the trap door and Randy and 
Errol were screaming about the guns. They wanted 
them all. They grabbed me and threw me against 
the far wall. They grabbed a couple of the 
shotguns and Errol and G hit me over the head 
about five to six times. Randy hit me with the 
steel bar three or four times. I'm not really 
sure. G was yelling and screaming at the same 
time for the others. I told him I didn't know 
where they were. They took P upstairs and made 
him drive them home. They" -- sorry, I can't read 
the one word. Oh, "They dragged me up and asked 
again about the guns. G and Errol beat me some 
more. G started to drag me to the living room. 
Errol was kicking me. They then had Neil, but 
Neil escaped somehow from the house. G and Randy 
grabbed me by the hair and said, 'You didn't see 
anything. You don't know nothing, you are dead.'" 

Q Okay. I wonder if you can just stop there. Now 

that's, G and — G or Randy, is that what it says? 
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A It says G or Randy, yes. 

Q Okay. And that would be in the context of GP or 
is it Randy Bear? 

A Randy Lafond. 

Q Or Lafond, I'm sorry. 

A Yes. 

Q And they're telling there Mr. Rushton that 

basically if he sees anything or knows anything, 
he's dead? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. Now the other persons we have named, we 
have Errol, that's Errol Pratt? 

A Errol Pratt, yes. 

Q And is he, to your knowledge, a brother to GP? 

A Yes, he was. 

Q Okay. Is he, too, passed away? 

A He's, too, passed away, yes. 

Q Okay. Ray Musqua, do you know if he is still with 
us? 

A I believe Ray Musqua is, yes. 

MR. PLAXTON: Okay. Thank you very much. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

MR. FOX, examining: 

Q Constable — Sergeant, I'm sorry, I'm Aaron Fox, 

I'm counsel for Constable Larry Hartwig. I just 
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wanted to ask you a couple of questions about the 
August 10th, 1990 matter. And the reference in 
your notes to Larry Hartwig speaking to Neil 
Stonechild. 

A Yes. 

Q Do you still have your notes in front of you 

there, sir? It looks like — well, I think you 
testified this call came in somewhere around 9:30 
the morning of August 10th, something like that? 

A Yes, I believe that's correct. 

Q And at that time of day would officers, patrol 
officers, generally be on patrol by themselves? 

A Yes, they would. 

Q We've heard about partners and that, but that's 

later in the evening that they would partner up on 
patrol? 

A Generally speaking, that's correct. 

Q Okay. And as I read the material there, the 
complaint came in that Eddie Rushton had been 
beaten and the name GP was provided. And when you 
attended upon Mr. Rushton the morning of August 
10th, at that point in time Neil Stonechild, would 
I be correct, would be, at best, a witness to 
perhaps what had gone on? 

A Yes. 
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Q And — 

A A victim, because there was information that he 
had been assaulted, also. 

Q And I see — and I look at the occurrence report 
that's been marked as an exhibit in these 
proceedings and I think at some point in time — 
and if you've got the occurrence report there, it 
looks like about six pages in there's a list there 
of the police — potential police witnesses? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q And under civilian witnesses it lists Mr. Rushton 
and Neil Stonechild? 

A That's correct. 

Q And then it would appear as though through 

subsequent investigation, which would have been 
information that you received the night of August 
10th and then again on August 11th when you spoke 
with GP and Errol Pratt, information then was 
received which led you to believe that there'd 
actually been a break-in and that Neil Stonechild 
may have been a victim of the assault that took 
place and a witness of the assault that took place 
on August 10th, but also was perhaps to be charged 
as well with the break and enter that occurred 
August 9th? 
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A That's correct. 

Q Just looking at your notes, I don't think it 

indicates a specific time when Constable Hartwig 
had dealings with Neil Stonechild, but would it be 
fair to say it would be some time the morning of 
August 10th? 

A Yes, it would be -- I have 10:00 the Ident people 
attending, so it's going to be shortly around that 
t ime. 

Q Okay. And at that point in time the interest in 

Mr. Stonechild would have been simply as a witness 
and perhaps a potential victim as well? 

A Definitely. 

Q And in terms of whether an actual statement was 
taken from Mr. Stonechild or not, again, is that 
possible or do you know if one was taken or — 

A I believe a written statement was taken from him, 
and I base that on the fact that we did charge him 
and, generally speaking, we would get a written 
statement in regards to that. 

Q And do you know if that was a statement that would 
have been taken that morning, or is that more 
likely a statement that would have been taken 
later on, or are you able to say? 

A I can't be sure. That's all I can say. I know we 




1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 Q 

7 

8 
9 

10 

a 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 A 

19 

20 MR. FOX: 

21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


34 4 6 Exam D. Wylie 
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had a conversation with him later on, that he gave 
us a verbal statement. We may have taken the 
written statement after that, or it may have been 
taken by Constable Hartwig that morning, I don't 
know. 

Now you were asked some questions by Mr. Hesje, 
and there were some follow-up questions by Mr. 
Plaxton as well concerning the significance of 
someone on the street providing evidence or 
testimony or informing on someone else on the 
street, and the potential risk of some 
repercussions flowing from that. We know in these 
proceedings that there was — Mr. GP was charged 
and Mr. Plaxton went through with you the fact 
that that charge was stayed on October 24th, 1990. 
I understand there were others charged as a result 
of this matter as well? 

I believe that Mr. Lafond was charged, Mr. Spencer 
Bear was charged and Mr. Errol Pratt was charged. 

Okay. And it looks like — and I 
think -- I'll just see. And I think this is part 
of the exhibit. I'm just going to check to make 
sure it is. Mr. Commissioner, near the back of 
the exhibit is the Information containing the 
charges against Mr. Lafond and Mr. Spencer Bear. 
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It's about — I'd estimate about ten pages from 
the back and it's Information number 3043801. 

Q MR. FOX: Now that would — first of all, do 

you know why these two gentlemen appear in an 
Information separate and apart from the 
Information involving GP? 

A It would be just speculation, that they were 
arrested at a later time. 

Q Okay. And was there a charge against Errol Pratt 
as well? 

A I believe there was. 

Q And do you know what the disposition of that 
charge was? 

A I'm sorry, I don't. 

Q Okay. And just looking at this Information 
involving Mr. Lafond and Mr. Bear, that 
Information appears to have been sworn -- and 
that's about the middle of the first page of the 
Information, sworn on August 13th, 1990. So I 
suppose that's possible. GP, I think, was 
arrested already August 10th, 1990? 

A Yes, I believe Errol Pratt and GP were already in 
custody, so — 

Q So this may be the reason why — 

A May be the reason why there's two. 
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Q — they're in a separate Information? 

A Yes. 

Q But it looks like the charges against these two 
individuals were around for some time and, in 
fact, weren't disposed of until May — it looks 
like May 19th, 1992 when the charge against Mr. 
Lafond, I think, was stayed and Mr. Bear pled 
guilty and received an eight and a half month 
sentence, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q So that although by November 25th, 1990, while the 
charge against Mr. P that arose out of the August 
10th, 1990 matter had been stayed and was no 
longer around, certainly the charge against Mr. 
Lafond and Mr. Bear, which arose out of that same 
incident, those charges were still pending at that 
time? 

A That's correct. 

Q And we're not sure whether the charge was still 

pending again Errol Pratt because we'd have to 

find the Information someplace for that? 

A That's correct. 

Q Now in terms of repercussions for testifying 

against someone, I'm assuming there's a lot said, 

I mean in the sense that there may be hollow 



3449 


Exam D. Wylie 
by Mr. Fox 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

a 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


threats made occasionally? 

A Occasionally, yes. 

Q "If you're going to testify against me, you might 
be in trouble"? Sometimes the threats aren't 
hollow, sometimes they are intended and actual 
action is taken, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And it'd be fair to say if we combine alcohol with 
a situation like that, it just becomes potentially 
that much worse? 

A It magnifies the situation tremendously. 

Q Sure. Someone who might be mad at someone else 
because they're going to testify against them or 
might testify against them maybe would not do 
anything, but if they've been drinking and they 
get into a scrap or a dispute or an argument, a 
little bit bigger incentive to perhaps get carried 
away a little more than what they might otherwise? 

A It changes the dynamics. 

Q And we almost see an example of that with the 

August 10th, 1990 incident. It appears as though 
the evening started out on somewhat friendly 
terms, everyone appeared to have been drinking 
fairly heavily and it ended up with a fairly 
significant assault taking place where someone 
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by Mr. Fox 

didn't want to buy the guns any more, they wanted 
to take the guns? 

A Yes. 

Q And that's a good example of alcohol causing a 
situation to escalate to a very serious level 

A Yes, that's correct. 

MR. FOX: Thank you. Those are all the 

questions I have. Sergeant. 

MR. WATSON, examining: 

Q Sergeant Wylie, we know each other? 

A Yes, we do. 

Q Eddie Rushton died of violent means, is that 

correct? 

A That's my understanding, yes. 

Q Errol Pratt died of violent means, I understand? 

A That's my understanding, yes 

Q What about Petrina Starblanket? 

A I don't know about that? 

Q Okay. Now prior to being a sergeant you were a 
patrol constable for a number of years? 

A That's correct. 

Q And how many complainants and suspects would you 
speak to in any given year on patrol? 

A Hundreds. 

Q And, as you know, matters are investigated and it 
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might be months or it might be up to two years 
before a matter would get to trial? 

A That's correct. 

Q And there have been occasions in your career where 
even after that length of time you have no 
independent recollection of the events? 

A That's correct. 

Q And certainly matters that would be of routine 
investigation, where there wasn't particularly 
anything out of the ordinary, it's not unusual for 
you to lose your recollection of those types of 
events? 

A That's correct. 

Q That's one of the reasons why you make notes? 

A That's correct. 

MR. WATSON: Thanks, sir. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

MR. STEVENSON, examining: 

Q My name is Ken Stevenson, I represent Keith 
Jarvis. Just a couple of questions about 
information that you may have given to Sergeant 
Jarvis. I take it you have no independent memory 
of having discussed matters with him as appear in 
his notebook? 
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No. If it wasn't for his notebook I would have 
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never recalled that. 

Q Okay. And have you recently seen his notebook? 

A I've only seen that once. 

Q Okay. And I'd like you to refer to page 86, a 
notation that begins at the bottom, "Other 
information is that", it starts on the last line 
and proceeds then on the top of page 87? 

A "Other information", yeah. 

Q Okay. And just — if you would just read down, to 
yourself — well, no, read it to the Inquiry, 
please? 

A I'd say his writing is somewhat worse than mine, 
but, "Other information is that deceased was a 
witness with Eddie Rushton in trial of GP, charged 
robbery of Rushton. Rushton" -- 

Q Never? 

A — something -- 

Q Never? 

A Okay. Oh, "...never showed up and deceased asked" 

— sorry, "never showed up and deceased" — 

Q — "... did not need to testify", is 
that what — 

A Yeah, "did not need to testify." That would be a 
good interpretation anyway. 

Q It's from reading doctors' reports over the years 
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Yes. 

— I've figured it out. 

Yes. 

And then the next paragraph? 

"Word out that Ps had it in for deceased. 

Constable Wylie indicated deceased provided 
information re: charges against Ps on" — and it's 

— it looks like August 9th, maybe '90, or 
something. I can't make it out. 

Or occurrence number or something in there in any 
event? 

Yeah, something there. Oh, that — yeah, possibly 
an occurrence number. 

Yeah. And is that the type of information that 
you would have then given to Sergeant Jarvis, even 
if you don't now recall it? 

Yes, that would have been the type of information 
we'd pass on. We get that today in any 
investigation from individuals that come into 
contact. Patrol is very good on passing on 
information to investigators. 

Okay. And we don't in the file see any 
information passing through, a written memo of 
that information. In what way might that 
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information have been given to Sergeant Jarvis? 

A I would have told him that personally and if I saw 
him making a notation of that in his notebook I 
would have been satisfied that he had the 
information and I would have left it at that. 

Q Okay. And in respect of it — I appreciate you 
don't recall the incident, but would you likely 
have given Sergeant Jarvis some more information 
about the nature of the incident involved, the 
charges that were involved and what happened to 
Eddie Rushton in that incident? 

A I probably would have elaborated a little bit, but 
I, more importantly, would have had him -- I would 
have given him the occurrence number so he could, 
you know, read it himself. 

Q Sure. And given that the body of Neil Stonechild 
is described as not evidencing any evidence of 
foul play, except there are some apparently 
scrapes on the nose, if this were the work of the 
Ps wanting to deal with a witness, is that what 
you would expect to find on Neil Stonechild? 

A It's tough to say what — I mean and that would be 
speculation on my behalf of what the relationship 
would have been like. There's some indication 
that they knew each other. I don't know, it'd be 
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by Mr. Stevenson 

unfair for me to jump to any conclusions on any of 
that. 

Q But in your experience with some of these families 
and events, when they were disciplining a witness 
or dealing with them, is it usually one that 
involves some signs of bodily injury or results 
that you've noticed? 

A Again, it can run from a veiled threat to actual 
physical confrontation. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Are you qualified to answer that. 

Sergeant? 

A No. No. 

MR. STEVENSON: Well, I was simply hoping that if 

he had run into it on other occasions we would 
have seen the results. Those are the only 
questions I have. Thank you. 

MR. WORME, examining: 

Q Sergeant Wylie, I don't know if you've had a 

chance to take a look at a document that has been 
referred to here, it's marked as P-61 in these 
proceedings and that is a number of various 
investigative and occurrence reports, including a 
continuation report by Sergeant Jarvis which is 
dated December the 5th of 1990. I wonder if you 
could refer to that and, in particular, to page 2 
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by Mr. Worme 

of that document. You'll find it, I believe, two 
pages in from the back. Do you have that in front 
of you, sir? 

A "Continuation and Adolph advised", is that the 
correct document? 

Q Yeah, that's right. 

A Okay. 

Q And if you can go right to the middle of that 

page, and I suggest to you that it simply details, 
as part of Sergeant Jarvis's investigation into 
this incident at the time, that the theory that 
the Ps had something to do with it has, in fact, 
been dealt with by him through the course of his 
investigation and, indeed, he comes to the 
conclusion there that it was meant or directed 
more to causing disharmony on the street against 
Errol and GP. Do you see that, sir? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q So he at least would appear to have dealt with the 

information that you had provided him, you'll 
agree with that? 

A I would say yes, it appears that he's done 

something with it. 

Q Okay. Now, you've talked a bit about G and the 

late Errol Pratt. I gather you know them at least 
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somewhat, do you? 

I know them back from those days that — in the 
1990s. 

Well, how old would they have been back in those 
days, as you put it? 

They would have been teenagers at the time, I 
believe. 

All right, and in terms of their involvement in 
criminal activity, it's pretty clear that they 
were involved in certain kinds of criminal 
activity, including what, break and enters, 
thefts, those sorts of thing? 

Violence, yes, a number of other things. 

Violence, by that you mean what? 

The best description, Mr. Worme, is they were 
marginalized youth. I would put them in a high- 
risk category. They're involved in substance 
abuse and it was marred by violence and encounters 
with other kids in the same situation that they 
were. 

Okay. But in terms of a degree of sophistication, 
I mean we're not talking The Sopranos here, are 
we? 

Definitely not. 

The Corleone family? 
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A No, definitely not. 

Q No? 

A Definitely not. 

Q All right. And are you aware, sir, that as part 
of the RCMP probe into the issue that brings us 
all here today, that there had been an 
investigation into this particular theory, and 
that is to say that G or Errol Pratt had been 
involved in the demise of Neil Stonechild, either 
directly or indirectly, that is to say, taking him 
to the north end of town and throwing him off 
there to freeze to death? 

A I have no personal knowledge of that, but I 

believe that that's something that they would do. 

Q Yes. And you're aware that, in fact, they were 
eliminated as suspects in this? You're aware of 
that? 

A Am I aware of that? 

Q Yeah. 

A I can assume that because there was no charges 
ever laid. 

Q All right. Thank you, sir. 

A That I know of. 

MR. WORME: All right, thank you. 
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MR. HALYK, examining: 

Q Sergeant, I won't keep you very long, but did 

anybody ever ask you to see if you could find the 
file in storage on the Stonechild investigation? 

A No, they didn't. 

Q Do you know of anybody ever looking? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Because, you know, it's a fortunate coincidence 

for the police service that you were able to find 
a file that sort of casts blame in a direction, 
but if you put that kind of effort into finding 
the Stonechild file, do you think we might find 
it? 

A Into the — 

Q Into the — to trying to locate the file. 

A Oh, I can't comment on that. I imagine that they 

did everything that they could to try to find that 
f ile. 

Q You imagine that, but you don't know that? 

A I never looked for it myself, Mr. Halyk, so — 

Q No, and you wouldn't have the file that you have 

here today for us if it wasn't for your own 
personal — 

A That's correct. 

Q — in-depth research. 
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A That's correct. 

Q And I take it that it took some period of time? 

A It took me — it took me a few hours, that's 

correct. 

Q And did you, while you were up there in the 

storage area, did you see anybody else scouting 
around for the Stonechild file? 

A No. 

Q Okay. So you're not aware of anybody looking for 
it. 

A No. 

Q All right, sir. I'm going to ask you the general 
question. I'm getting to be a one-line guy here, 
but do you have any knowledge, either personally 
or through information received, of any persons 
detained by, or in the custody of Saskatoon City 
Police being taken to a location other than the 
original place of detention and not to a police 
detention facility, a recognized police detention 
facility. 

A In my police career I've done that, I'd say four 

or five occasions. I can tell you that we used it 
as an intervention strategy. The one example 
that comes to my mind is a third-party domestic 
situation where a neighbour complains about a 



3461 


Exam D. Wylie 
by Mr. Halyk 

■ival the 


3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

a 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


husband assaulting a wife. Upon my arr 
husband is outside of the apartment. He's trying 
to get into the apartment. He's detained by 
myself at that time because I believed that we had 
credible information he may have assaulted his 
wife. When I get upstairs and speak to the wife 
she says the neighbour is mistaken. She says that 
there is not an assault taking place, that they 
had a verbal argument, but she doesn't want her 
husband back into the place. So at that time I go 
back and I unarrest the husband because I no 
longer have grounds to hold him and simply say, 
"Look, this situation is not going to work out 
very well, is there someplace that you can go? 

Your wife doesn't want to see you tonight." And 
he's agreed to go to a cousin or his brother's, I 
can remember. 

Q Okay. So that's — that's one particular 

situation where we might talk about it, as the 
Commissioner referred to once, as protective-type 
custody and trying to protect the peace and any 
further breaches? 

A Yes. 

Q And that's fair enough, but can I have some sense 
of what the policy is, the Police Department 
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policy or what it was in the 1990s as to when that 
could be done and how? 

A All I can tell you is the policy was if there was 
charges, a person — and charges to hold a person, 
that they were to be arrested and transported and 
held in Detention, either released on the proper 
documents or held for court in the morning. But 
often you'd run into a situation, as with a 
shoplifter, they weren't always taken into 
Detention. They were released right at the scene 
on an Appearance Notice. 

Q And I'm not — and I'm not — and I'm not 
including those — 

A Okay. 

Q — potentially in my question, that is, the 

Appearance Notice type situation where obviously 
you are authorized — 

A That's correct. 

Q — in certain circumstances under the Criminal 

Code to make a release, but I'm talking about 

situations where a person is taken into custody, 
whether they're arrested or detained, and then 
taken to a place other than a detention facility 
and not served with any judicial process. 

A The first that I can say in my 25 years of service 
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that that popped up was when the Munson and 
Hatchen matter had taken place, and after that 
time I had heard about another incident involving 
Constable Kenny King, and until just recently when 
Sergeant — Staff Sergeant Bolton had given his 
testimony, I can say that I had no knowledge of 
people doing that thing. 

Okay. And, of course, then in those circumstances 
you would say that you have not been involved or 
seen any of the other — of your officers who are 
partners with you involved? 

No. 

And in terms of the Stonechild situation, back in 
the '90s were there any rumblings about possible 
police officers being involved and him being 
dropped off? 

The only rumour and innuendo that I ever heard was 
after 19 — or after 2000 again, that the police 
were involved in the Stonechild, and that's once 
the RCMP investigation had started. Back in 1990 
I can -- I can say that I never heard of that. 
Okay. No locker room discussions or anything like 
that? 

No locker room discussions. 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Any other questions? 

MR. GIBSON, examining: 

Q Sergeant Wylie, I act for the RCMP. I'm showing 

you a document. It's marked as P-72 and I believe 
the date on it is February 22nd of 2000. 

A Yes. 

Q Can you read that — 

A Yes. 
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Q — is that the correct date? I don't have a copy 
in front of me. 

A Yes. 

Q And do you recall that article at all, reading 
that in the paper? 

A No. 

Q Okay. So you said the first time you heard about 
the innuendo with respect to the police having 
been involved somehow in Neil Stonechild's 
disappearance, if I can phrase it that way, you 
said when the RCMP started their investigation. 

You had never heard any rumblings to that effect 
or read that article in the paper at all? 

A I never read the article, no. 

Q So you don't recall any speculation that may have 
been going on in the newspaper at that time either 
then? 
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Not that I recall. Any information I had and 
speculation was in regard to the investigators 
from the RCMP. 

Okay. And so you recall directly with respect to 
the RCMP or do you recall that it could have been 
around the same time, because as you're aware the 
RCMP investigation started at about the same time. 
It could have been around the same time. 

Okay. So it could have been something coming from 
the newspaper as well as the investigation or not? 
All I can say is I don't recall the newspaper 
article and my recollection is speaking with Ken 
Lyons. 

Okay. And with respect to that date being 
February 22nd, do you recall when you spoke with 
Ken Lyons? Would it have been after February 
22nd, considering that the Task Force was put in 
place, I believe, early — earlier, about a week 
or so earlier, if I recall correctly, I think 
February 16th of 2000. Is it safe to say that you 
spoke with Ken Lyons more than a week after the 
investigation started, or do you recall? 

I can't recall. I know exactly when I spoke to 
Ken Lyons. I was in the middle of a homicide 
investigation. He called me on a cell phone and 
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1 we had a conversation, but when it was I'm sorry, 

2 I just don't recall the exact date. 

3 Q Okay. And obviously by showing you that article, 

4 then you're aware that that was something that was 

5 being bandied about in the press as well at that 

6 time ? 

7 A That's quite possible. Reading this now it 

8 appears that it was. 

9 MR. GIBSON: Okay, thank you. 
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13 

THE 

COMMI 

SSIONER: 


Sergea 

nt, I h 

ave a 

qu 

estic 

m. Your 

14 



diligence 

in 

organizi 

ng a se 

arch 

for 

the 

file has 

15 



probably 

invi 

ted you 

more qu 

estions 

than 

you might 

16 



otherwise 

hav 

e had, h 

owever. 

you' 

re 

to be 


17 



commended 

for 

that. 

I under 

stood 

yo 

u to 

say that 

18 



when you 

went 

to sear 

ch the 

storage 

area. 
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of the 
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nibbling at, if they didn't ask it directly, was 
whether you tried to run Mr. Stonechild's name in 
conjunction with any other file that might be in 
that area. 

THE WITNESS: As soon as you run the name 

Stonechild on the entity list, anything that he's 
been involved in comes up. I knew roughly of the 
time frame that I was looking at and I have a 
vague recollection of the names involved, so I 
just looked for any file that had entities 
associated with the Ps or the Rushtons, and I was 
able to — 

THE COMMISSIONER: So, for example, if Mr. Stonechild 

had been involved in a break and entry, just to 
use that as an illustration, that would have been 
— that incident would have been triggered also by 
your search, is that right? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it should have come up. 

THE COMMISSIONER: So that if he had a number of 

convictions or difficulties as a youthful offender 
with respect to breaking and entering or assault 
or whatever the case might be, you would expect 
that your SIMS search would trigger all of these 
files and you'd be able to see, by looking at the 
list of the files, what they were? 
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THE WITNESS: If the data entry person has done 

their job, yes, it should, it should come up. 

That's my understanding of how the system works. 

THE COMMISSIONER: All right. Were you aware that Mr. 

Stonechild had any convictions as a youthful 
offender or had been in trouble with the law? 

THE WITNESS: I'm not aware of any 

convictions. 

THE COMMISSIONER: All right. 

THE WITNESS: I know that he had run-ins with the 

law. 

THE COMMISSIONER: All right. It just seems to me, 

and this is a gratuitous observation by me, that 
.it's kind of strange that your search -- and I'm 
sure you carried it out very carefully — only 
triggered one response, the P thing. 

THE WITNESS: No, I think there was more — more 

responses than that, Mr. Commissioner. It's just 
that I only looked at the one that I was 
interested in. I would have to go back and — and 
find it. 

THE COMMISSIONER: So if you ran a SIMS search again 

you might very well find that there were what, 
five or six other files in which Mr. Stonechild — 

THE WITNESS: There could be, yes. Yes, all the 
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That's correct. 
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MR. HESJE, re-examining : 

Q Sergeant Wylie, I'm showing you a Person Hardcopy, 
it's been marked as P-67, is that the document 
you're referring to that you — if you searched 
the name of Neil Stonechild? 

A Yes, this is the document that — that I'm 
referring to. 

Q And it lists under "Related Events", it has a 

number of related events, and the typed number, 
would that be the file or other occurrence number? 

A That would be the occurrence number. There's two 

types that you find which is GO., which is a 
general occurrence, and a CP, which is — well, 
there's no CPs here. That's usually responding to 
a call on the computer. SC stands for street 
check and TK stands for ticket. So these are the 
— all the entries that were on the system that I 
looked at. 

Q Now if we look there, there's an entry there for 
August 9th, 1990? 

A That's correct. 

Q Juvenile charged, B and E residence? 

A That's correct. 

Q Now, would that — and there's an occurrence 
number there. I take it that — 
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A If you brought up 64412, I think you'll find that 
that is a break-in at 214 Shea Crescent. 

Q Right. And there's nothing here, though, that 
identifies the GP or the robbery with -- the 
assault charge that — 

A No. You would have — you'd have to go through, 
as I did, through the entire sequence of the 
reports to extract that information. 

THE COMMISSIONER: That's helpful, Mr. Hesje. Thank 

you. 

MR. ROSSMANN: Mr. Commissioner, can I ask a 

question arising out of this series of questions? 

THE COMMISSIONER: I should have kept quiet. 

MR. ROSSMANN, examining: 

Q Sergeant, were you aware of a search that was 

conducted for the Stonechild file on September 14 
and 16? 

A No. 

Q And if I show you — well, Mr. Commissioner, this 
witness has no knowledge of this document, but I 
think it's appropriately put in as an exhibit for 
identification and Deputy Wiks is scheduled to 
testify and he has knowledge of it, so with your 
permission, I would like to mark this document for 
identification. 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Why don't you introduce it when 

Deputy Wiks is testifying? 

MR. ROSSMANN: I can do that. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Right. He doesn't know anything 

about it. Any other revisiting as a result of my 
questions? And I ask the question with some 
temerity. No? Thank you. Sergeant. 

MR. HESJE: Mr. Commissioner, the next 

witness is Eli Terasoff. Mr. Tarasoff? 

ELI FRED TARASOFF, sworn, testifies 

MR. HESJE, examination-in-chief: 

Q Mr. Tarasoff, the Rules of Practice and Procedure 
established for this Inquiry provide that all 
witnesses must be advised that they have the 
protection of section 37 of The Saskatchewan 
Evidence Act and section 5 of the Canada Evidence 
Act. These statutory provisions state that 
testimony that may tend to criminate you, tend to 
establish liability to a civil proceeding, and 
which testimony you would not be compelled to 
provide at common law, shall not be used or 
admissible in evidence against you in a criminal 
trial or other criminal proceedings against you, 
other than the prosecution for perjury in the 
giving of evidence or for the giving of 
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contradictory evidence, and shall not be used or 
receivable in evidence against you in any other 
civil proceeding or any other proceeding under an 
act of the Legislature of Saskatchewan. You are 
hereby advised that such protection shall apply 
without you expressly invoking of such protection. 

Mr. Tarasoff, you're a former 
member of the Saskatoon Police Service? 

A I am, yes. 

Q And the information I have is that you joined the 
Saskatoon Police Service in October of 1965? 

A That's correct. 

Q And you retired in May of 1999 after some thirty- 
three and a half years of service? 

A That is correct. 

Q At the time of your retirement you were a sergeant 
and assigned as a reader? 

A I was. 

Q And I also understand that you spent a 

considerable amount of your time in service as a 
plainclothes investigator. 

A I did, yes. 

Q Do you recall what your assignment was in — 
around the end of 1990, November, December of 
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1990? 
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A I'm not exactly sure. I believe I may have been 
an area sergeant on the east side at that time. 

Q And did you — was that a position you held for 
some time? 

A I held that position for about a year and a half. 

Q Okay. Now, Mr.Tarasoff, did you know Neil 

Stonechild and his family? 

A I did, yes. 

Q And can you just tell us how you — or the 

circumstances in which you knew Neil Stonechild? 

A Well, Neil Stonechild was the approximate age of 
my youngest son and they used to hang around a 
lot. Marcel Stonechild used to hang around with 
him as well and I -- I believe I met Jason once or 
twice hanging around with them as well. I believe 
I met the mother possibly once. I know I had met 
her, and I'm not sure how many times, but probably 
at church or something like that. 

Q Mr. Tarasoff, your — that was your youngest son? 

A That's right. 

Q Dion? 

A Dion, yes. 

Q And he's an adopted son? 

A He is, yes. 

Q And I understand that he is of First Nations 
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origin? 

A Yes, he is. 

Q Now, do you recall how you and when you first 
learned of Neil Stonechild's death? 

A I read it in the obituary of the StarPhoenix and - 

Q Do you recall at that time learning of the 

circumstances of his death? 

A I did check the file in Central Records at the 

police station at the time surrounding it. It was 
likely shortly after I read the obituary. 

Q And what was your purpose in looking at the file? 

A I knew the young man, I liked the young man, and I 

was basically curious. 

Q Did you — were you at some point contacted by 
Stella Bignell? 

A She did give me a call, it was some time after the 
incident, I believe, and she — she did ask me, I 
believe, to look into it. Now, this is where I'm 
rather in the gray area. I'm not sure if I 
checked the file after I received a call from her 
or shortly after reading the obituary. As it was 
a very small file at that time I assumed it was 
after reading the obituary. 

Q But I take it there is some doubt about the timing 
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that you reviewed the file? 

A There is some doubt in my mind, yes. 

Q What is your best recollection as to when you 

spoke with Stella Bignell in relation to Neil's 
death? 

A It was quite some time after the incident, but I 
couldn't really say if it was one, two, three 
months. I have no — no idea. It was some time 
after, however. 

Q Do you recall at the time when you reviewed the 
file whether there was an indication that it was 
concluded? 

A I did talk to Sergeant Jarvis, who was the 

investigator, and again I can't say exactly when, 
but when I spoke to him the file had been 
concluded at that time. Like I say, when this 
would have been in relation to the investigation I 
couldn't say. 

Q Okay. What I'm trying to establish, though, is 

whether when you — that was apparent to you from 
reviewing the file that the file had been 
concluded or was that something that Sergeant 
Jarvis advised you? 

A Again, after reading the file I can't say if it 

was a concluded file at that time or — but when I 



3477 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 
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did speak to Jarvis the file had been concluded. 

So, as I say, when in relation to the time of the 
incident, I — I can't really relate. 

Q And are you able to recall whether you spoke to 
Sergeant Jarvis before or after you spoke to 
Stella Bignell? 

A Likely after. 

Q Okay. Now, when you reviewed the file did you 

form any opinion as to the investigation that was 
conducted? 

A It did not seem to be very conclusive at the time 
I looked at it. 

Q Did you believe it had been thoroughly 

investigated? 

A No, I did not. 

Q And why did you come to that conclusion? 

A Well, this indication that Neil had been assaulted 
prior to his body being found, and I didn't see 
anything in the file that indicated an 
investigation was done to find out how this was 
done, how he had been beaten up, how he had been 
assaulted. 

Q Okay. Now, did you take those concerns to anybody 
within the Saskatoon Police Service, your concern 
that it had not been thoroughly investigated? 
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A I didn't, no. 

Q And why didn't you? 

A Well, like I say, I was of the opinion that the 
file had been concluded at that time and that's 
about all I could say. 

Q Did you have concerns of repercussions to you if 
you went to somebody about your concerns with the 
file and the manner in which it had been 
investigated? 

A Well, when I spoke to Sergeant Jarvis the file had 
been concluded. When I had spoken to Stella, 
which I'm not sure of the exact time, I did advise 
her to make some efforts through possibly a lawyer 
to have the file opened because I didn't 
particularly like it. 

Q Okay. But did you — you felt that there was 

nothing you could do in terms of having the file 
reopened? 

A Well, I didn't make any attempt to push it further 
through supervision or whatever but, no, why I 
didn't, I guess I — perhaps I felt I couldn't do 
anything about it. 

Q And I guess I'm also curious why you would — back 
up — you did suggest to Stella Bignell that she 
might — should maybe speak to a lawyer about the 
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file? 

A I suggested she do that, yes. 

Q And that was to see whether, through a lawyer, she 
might have some success in having the file 
reopened or revisited? 

A Yes. 

Q Was there some reason you didn't suggest to Stella 
that she speak to a senior officer in the 
Saskatoon Police Service to see if she could 
convince them? 

A Well, I guess at the time I didn't think it would 
have been very fruitful. 

Q And why was that? 

A Well, as I say, I believe the file had been 

concluded at that time and I didn't think it would 
have been reopened by contacting the police 
department. 

Q Do you recall being interviewed by Inspector 

McFadyen of the RCMP in 2000? 

A Yes. 

MR. HESJE: Sorry, Mr. Commissioner, I thought 

I had three copies of that one, but apparently I 
only have two. 

Q MR. HESJE: I've put in front of you a copy — 

a summary, I should say, of an interview between 
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yourself and Inspector McFadyen dated -- I believe 
that's August 17th. Do you recall that interview? 

A I do, yes. 

Q And I believe you've had an opportunity to review 
that summary? 

A Yes. 

Q And I believe when I spoke to you, you confirmed 

to me that it was more or less accurate? 

A Yes. 

Q Now, I want to refer you — well, it's in point 

form and I think it's about one, two, three, four, 
five — the fifth point. It says, "When Eli 
Tarasoff was asked to recall what he did not like 
about the file, Eli Tarasoff said he did not like 
the way it was investigated, that investigators 
had talked to very few people that were at the 
party. It was Eli Tarasoff's belief that Neil 
Stonechild had been an unwanted guest at a party 
the night he went missing." First of all, is that 
— is that information you provided to Inspector 
McFadyen? 

A Yes. 

Q And what information did you have about Neil being 
an unwanted guest at a party the night he went 
missing? 
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A Well, the fact that he'd been assaulted and been 
evicted from a party. 

Q Okay. But what was the source of your information 
that he had been assaulted and evicted from a 
party? 

A That might have come from his mother. I'm not — 
I'm not really sure right now. 

Q Today you're not certain what the source of that 
information was? 

A That's right. 

Q I'm sorry, you said it may have came from Neil's 
mother? 

A It may have come from his mother, yes. 

Q All right. Now, going down, I think it's two — 

third point after that one, it says, "Eli Tarasoff 
suggested the main investigator, Keith Jarvis, was 
an Englishman with a colonial attitude. When 
Natives were involved he did not take it serious." 
That's a statement you made to the RCMP? 

A Yes. 

Q And do you believe that to be the case? 

A I believe it was, yes. 

Q And what do you base that on? 

A Well, I guess I'd describe "colonial attitude" as 
probably a superior — superior attitude, somewhat 
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flippant, not really — not really being that 
concerned. 

Q Was it your view that that lack of concern was, in 
part, related to the fact that Neil Stonechild was 
Native? 

A I believe so, yes. 

Q Now, had you seen other incidents or what was the 
basis of that belief, Mr. Tarasoff? 

A Well, like I say, I did speak to Sergeant Jarvis 
after — after the fact about the investigation 
and I did express to him that it could have been 
handled — done more in-depth and he was rather 
flippant about it. He wasn't — I guess he was 
satisfied that he'd done a sufficient amount of 
investigation for it. 

Q How well did you know Sergeant Jarvis at that 
time? 

A I knew him quite well. We'd joined the police 

force approximately the same time so I'd known him 
for most of my years on the force. We never — I 
don't believe I ever worked with him directly, but 
it's a small department so I did know him. 

Q Now, if you would turn to the second page of the 

summary of your interview with Inspector McFadyen, 
he asked the question, "Did you ever talk to Keith 
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Jarvis about the file?" And your response is 
recorded as, "Yeah, Keith was kind of flippant 
about it. Keith would have been a good PR man but 
he was not a good investigator. I asked him what 
he thought about the file and he said, 'The kid 
went out, got drunk, went for a walk and froze to 
death.'" That was your recollection of what 
Sergeant Jarvis had told you when you asked about 
the file? 

A Yes. 

Q And is it still your recollection today? 

A Yes. 

Q I take it when you reviewed the file and I think 
you've already indicated this, it was not a thick 
file, it was not an extensive file? 

A That's correct. 

Q Do you have any recollection of what was on the 

file in terms -- let me ask it more specifically. 
Do you recall whether the autopsy report was on 
the file? 

A I don't believe so. 

Q The toxicology report? 

A No. 

Q You don't believe that was on the file? 

A No. 
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Q Do you recall any witness statements being on the 
file? 

A I can't recollect. 

Q Okay. I've placed in front of you Exhibit P-61 in 
this hearing, in evidence at this hearing. That's 
a copy of the Saskatoon Police Service file that 
was photocopied by Constable Ernie Louttit on or 
about December 5th or 6th, 1990. Have you had 
occasion to review that file? 

A This would probably have been part of what I saw 
initially, but I haven't seen it since. 

Q Okay. Now I want you to take a few minutes then 
and flip through it and just — you may not have 
any recollection, but if you can tell me whether 
that looks like what you reviewed or whether there 
was more or less to it when you reviewed it? 

A This may possibly be even more than what I 

initially viewed. I can't be sure. I don't 
recall seeing a witness statement. 

Q All right. And I'm not trying to — you know, 
expecting you to remember the details, but I'm 
just trying to get an idea of what — the volume 
of the file and your recollection is that it was 
no more than that, it might have been less than 
that? 
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A It would have been no more than this, yes, 
possibly less. 

MR. HESJE: All right. Thank you, Mr. Tarasoff, 

those are all my questions. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Cross-examination? 

MR. PLAXTON, examining: 

Q Mr. Tarasoff, Drew Plaxton. I represent the 

Police Association. A few questions, if I may. 
Your evidence was you were familiar with the 
Stonechild family. Your two — or your son, one 
of your sons, at least, was friends or 
acquaintances with Marcel and Neil Stonechild. At 
any time did you hear anything from anyone 
associated with Neil or otherwise about this 
allegation that police officers may have somehow 
been involved with Neil the night he disappeared? 
And I'm speaking at that time, not years 
afterwards. 

A T heard nothing of this at that time, no. 

Q Okay. You did when you — when you met with the 

RCMP, this would be Inspector McFadyen in the year 
2000, if I can direct your attention to the second 
page of the summary of your interview, third 
paragraph. Now there it appears the RCMP are 
detailing to you quite a fairly complete theory. 
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Is that correct? 

A I'm sorry? 

Q It seems that they're detailing to you quite a 
complete theory as to what they're saying. It 
says, "Eli Tarasoff was given the scenario of the 
evening of 1990, November 24, as the investigators 
knew it." Then it went on about Neil in the back 
of a car, Jason Roy being spoken to by the police 
and so forth. Is that what the document says or 
are we on the same page, as we say in the — 

A Okay, could you repeat the question? I'm a little 
bit — I'm not hard of hearing but sometimes I 
have a little difficulty with it. 

Q Okay. Looking at the statement that begins with, 
"Eli Tarasoff has given the scenario of the 
evening of the 24 th of November, 1990," et cetera, 
there they are putting out a scenario where Neil 
is seen in the back of a police car in handcuffs, 
Jason Roy is giving statements, goes to the police 
station three months later and so forth, right? 

A Right. 

Q That's the first you'd ever heard of this 

scenario? 

A It is, yes. 

Q Okay. And that was in the year 2000? 
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A Yes. 

Q And were they encouraging that on you as, this is 
the way it was, Mr. Tarasoff, now can you help us 
sort of fill in the blanks here as to what 
happened? Is that how it seemed or how exactly 
was this scenario put to you? 

A Well, like I say, they — they suggested that he 
might have been seen in a police car and, like I 
say, that had been the first I'd heard of it. 

Q Okay. But were they suggesting this is what 

occurred, or are they just suggesting this is one 
of our notions that we want to bounce off you? 

A I'm sorry, perhaps I'm not hearing you correctly 
but could you ask that — 

Q Okay. Forgive me if I'm — if I'm not speaking 
clearly, but when they were suggesting this 
scenario to you — 

A Yes. 

Q — or maybe it was just he, it may have just been 
McFadyen, but was he suggesting, look, Eli, this 
is — this is what happened, we'd like, you to 
help with what information you have, or was he 
phrasing it more like this is one theory that's 
been put out there, can you help us? Was it being 
stated as a fact that they knew it or was it 
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stated as a theory? 

A Well, it is stated if I had heard that and I had 
not. 

Q Okay. So just have you heard this scenario and 
you said no, I haven't. 

A That's right. 

MR. PLAXTON: Okay. Mr. Commissioner, I'm not 

sure if the statement itself has been marked as an 
exhibit. If not I'd ask if it could be. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well. Are we at 77 now? 

CLERK: Yes, it is. My Lord. 

EXHIBIT P-77: SUMMARY OF INTERVIEW WITH INSPECTOR McFADYEN 

Q Thank you. Now, concerning your dealings with 
Officer Jarvis, looking from the outside in it 
would seem the police department, you're what, 300 
plus during your stint with the department, 
correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And most if not all of these officers are likely 
persons with reasonably strong opinions and/or 
personalities? Or at least strong personalities, 
would that be a fair thing to say? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And I'm not suggesting there's open 

animosity or anything, but does there tend to be 


25 




1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


34 89 Exam E. Tarasoff 

by Mr. Plaxton 

sometimes some disagreement or a little bit of 
friction between officers? 

A There is sometimes, yes. 

Q Okay. And I'm not suggesting anyone's mean 

spirited or anything, but that's all part of 
working in a workplace with some strong minded 
people. 

A Yes. 

MR. PLAXTON: Okay. Thank you, sir. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Is this an appropriate time for us 

to take a break? 

(PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 3:26 P.M.& RECONVENED AT 3:50 

P .M. ) 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Fox. 

MR. FOX, examining: 

Q Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. Mr. Tarasoff, I'm 

Aaron Fox, I'm the lawyer for Larry Hartwig. A 

few questions I wanted to ask you. The witness 
summary that's been tendered in evidence in these 
proceedings, and the clerk will place that back in 
front of you, and I'm assuming that you've had a 
chance to read that over, the statement in itself? 

A Yes. 

Q Or the summary? 
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Q And in the — in the summary it refers to Larry 

Hartwig, Constable Hartwig, and I understand that 
you know Constable Hartwig? 

A I do, yes. 

Q You would have obviously at least been on the 

police service at the same time he was up until 
the time of your retirement, from when he began 
until the time of your retirement? 

A Yes. 

Q And I understand that — and you've had some 

contact with him from time to time since then as 
well? 

A That's right. 

Q Just — and I'm — there are some — because there 
is some references in the summary about Constable 
Hartwig and the discussions you had with him, I 
thought I might — I might just bring them up with 
you. First of all, I understand — I'll ask you 
this, did you have any indication that Constable 
Hartwig was in any way involved in the death of 
Neil Stonechild dating back to 1990 at that time 
period, 1990 and 1991? 

A No, I didn't. 

Q And I understand you've had some discussions with 

Constable Hartwig since this investigation began. 
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1 and by "this investigation" I mean the RCMP task 

2 force investigation that began in the year 2000? 

3 A That is correct. 

4 Q Had you had — ever had any discussions with him 

5 prior to that time, about the death of Neil 

6 Stonechild, that you recall? 

7 A No. 

8 Q And in the discussions that you had with him did 

9 he at any point in time indicate that he had Neil 

10 Stonechild in his custody the night of November 

11 24 th or early morning hours of November 25 th of 

12 1990? 

13 A He didn't mention it, no. 

14 Q You make some comments about Constable Hartwig in 

15 — in the — in the summary. You recall those 

16 comments? 

17 A I do. 

18 Q Do you want — 

19 A I do, yes. 

20 Q Okay. And I'm referring to there's some reference 

21 to that at the bottom of — of page two and it 

22 carries on through to the top of page three. 

23 A Okay. Yes. 

24 Q Okay. And I -- and I'm assuming you're making 

25 those comments based on your knowledge of Mr. 
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Hartwig or Constable Hartwig as a police officer 
and your — in your personal dealings with him as 
well outside the police service? 

A That is correct. 

Q In terms of can you just elaborate on what you 
would describe Constable Hartwig to be like? 

A Well, he's — he's quite an aggressive individual 
but I find him to be very honest and I would — I 
would -- I would say he's quite truthful. 

Q When you say aggressive, do you mean physically 
aggressive, physically in the sense of excessive 
force or someone who is aggressive in enforcing 
the law? 

A Well, he's aggressive in I guess his way of 
enforcing the law but he's -- he's a very 
energetic individual so that might be perhaps 
where the aggressive description comes from. 

Q So lots of bounce, moves quickly, that sort of 
thing? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Would you — would you view that as being 
somehow indicative of someone who might take an 
individual like Neil Stonechild and drive him to 
the north industrial area of Saskatoon on a 
bitterly cold night and leave him there to fend 
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1 for himself? 

2 A I'd be very, very surprised and shocked to hear 

3 that Hartwig would be involved in anything like 

4 that. 

5 Q If, knowing Constable Hartwig and the type of 

6 individual he was, if Constable Hartwig was aware 

7 that there was a warrant for the arrest of Mr. 

8 Stonechild, and would have been aware of that, 

9 what do you expect he would have done with him? 

10 A I would suspect he'd execute the warrant and take 

11 him to the — and hold him in custody, take him to 

12 the police station. 

13 Q Based on your dealings with him, again if there 

14 was a warrant for his arrest, would you think that 

15 he would transport him to the industrial area of 

16 Saskatoon and leave him there? 

17 THE COMMISSIONER: Is this something that you have any 

18 knowledge of? 

19 THE WITNESS: I'm sorry? 

20 THE COMMISSIONER: Is this something you have any 

21 knowledge of? Do you have any knowledge of his — 

22 THE WITNESS: No. 

23 THE COMMISSIONER: — his willingness to serve a 

24 warrant or -- 


25 THE WITNESS: 


No, I'm not aware of a warrant. 



3494 


Exam E. Tarasoff 
by Mr. Fox 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


I'm not aware that this — 

THE COMMISSIONER: You're just basing this on your 

general impression of Hartwig, is that right? 

THE WITNESS: That's right, yes. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Because he can't say that, I — I 

don't think I -- 

MR. FOX: Well, and the reason why I raise it 

and the only reason why I brought it up is because 
it is referenced in the statement and my concern, 
of course, is he may be be questioned further 
about it so I thought it would be appropriate for 
me to raise it at this point in time, and that's 
the reason why. The RCMP officers certainly saw 
fit to question him about it and did so to some 
length in — in the interview, but I think that 
was as much as I wanted to ask him in any event, 
Mr. Commissioner, and I appreciate the point 
you're making. 

Q In terms of the going back to when you became 

aware of Neil's death and when you looked at the 
file, I understand that you indicated that your 
best recollection, and although you indicated you 
weren't sure, was that what triggered you to look 
at Neil's file would have been having read the 
obituary, Neil's obituary in the paper? 
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A That's right. 

Q And when you read the file, do you recall if at 
that time you saw any indication that Constable 
Hartwig had had any dealings with Neil Stonechild 
or anything to do with the file at that time? 

A No, I didn't. 

Q And I'm -- I'm looking at Exhibit P-61 and I'm 
going to show that to you. On Exhibit P-61 
there's a report dated November 30 th at the 
bottom. It's a report of Sergeant Jarvis. I 
think you've got that in front of you. And I'm 
just going to ask you to turn to page two of that 
report. 

A I'm sorry? Like I said, my hearing isn't the 
greatest. 

Q This is the report of Sergeant Jarvis. It's dated 
at the bottom November 30 th , 1990. 

A Yes. 

Q I'm going to have you turn to page two of the 

report, the page number is up in the upper right- 
hand corner, and I'm going to refer to this 
paragraph right here. 

A Okay. 

Q Now, Mr. Tarasoff, I'm looking at the second 

paragraph on page two and it states, "On checking 
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the calls dispatched I learned that Constable 
Hartwig had attended at this residence at 
approximately 2356 hours and cleared at 0017 hours 
on November 25 th , ' 90, being unable to locate the 

deceased." Do you have a recollection of reading 
that on the report that you looked at back in — 
in 1990? 

I — when I -- when I looked at the report I 
didn't recall seeing Constable Hartwig's name on 
it. 

Is it possible, and I think you've indicated, that 
you're not sure whether P-61 represents all of the 
report that you saw at that time or whether there 
was less than that, less than what is contained in 
P-61? 

The size of the report would probably be somewhat 
similar to this but I may have overlooked that 
when I glanced through the report. 

And is it possible that perhaps the November 30 th 
report still wasn't already on -- wasn't on the 
file yet at the time you looked at it? Do you 
know if that's the case or not? 

I couldn't be sure. 

Those are all the questions I have. 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

MR. GIBSON, examining: 

Q Mr. Tarasoff, I act for the RCMP. You were asked 
by my learned friend, Mr. Plaxton, about your 
interview with Inspector McFadyen, and you 
referenced some of that in your earlier testimony, 
and in particular you were asked with respect to a 
scenario that we've, I guess, touched on and 
that's found at page two of P-77 which is I guess 
a transcription or notes to — to follow up on 
that interview. Do you remember going through 
that scenario and looking at that with Mr. 

Plaxton? 

A Yes. 

Q And he asked you with respect to that whether that 

was something that was — was given to you as fact 
or something that whether you had just heard about 
that, and I believe your testimony was, well, I 
was asked with respect to whether I had heard 
about that scenario before; is that your 
recollection? 

A Like I say, in -- I spoke to McFadyen, I mentioned 
that I'd read it in the StarPhoenix — 

Q Yes. 

A — and, like I say, that would be — that would 
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have been the only time I would have heard of it. 

Q Okay. And I'm wondering if I could show you, 

because you did reference in your interview with 
Inspector McFadyen an article in the StarPhoenix, 
and maybe I could show you P-72. And what you 
have in front of you is a printout of that 
StarPhoenix article. It may not have not have 
appeared exactly like that in the newspaper, but 
I'll let you have a look at that and perhaps while 
you're looking at it I could draw your attention 
to some passages there as well and — and I'll 
read some of this into the record and again this 
is from P-72, and I'm picking it up partway 
through the first page, and it says, "Bignell's 
doubts were fuelled last week by allegations that 
some Saskatoon police officers may be dumping 
troublemakers outside of town in cold weather. 

The RCMP is investigating the allegations of one 
man and the exposure deaths of at least two 
others. 'I thought right away of my son. I 
always knew there was something wrong with this,' 
Bignell said recently from her home in Cross Lake, 
Manitoba. 'I always believed the police were 
there for me. I just can't understand this.' Her 
suspicions had been long confirmed, or had been 
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by Mr. Gibson 

confirmed long ago by Stonechild's 16-year-old 
friend and drinking partner on that cold night. 

The friend was the last known person to see Neil 
Stonechild alive. The friend has always 
maintained he watched the cops drive away with 
Stonechild in the back of a Saskatoon city patrol 
car. As the car drove away the friend said 
Stonechild was screaming, 'They're going to kill 
me.'" And do you recall reading this article in 
the StarPhoenix February 22 nd of 2000, because you 
did reference that in your interview with 
McFadyen? 

A Yes. 

Q And also there's some other detail on the 

subsequent page to that. "Just after midnight on 
the 24 th Stonechild and his buddy went to an 
apartment building on 33 rd Street West in 
Confederation Drive where the friend, Lucille 
Horse, was babysitting." And then it goes on a 
little ways down, "The friend was cold and tired 
and he tried to convince Stonechild to give up the 
hunt. Stonechild refused so the friend headed in 
the opposite direction toward a drinking buddy's 
home. A few minutes later the friend was walking 
south along Diefenbaker Drive. He says two police 
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officers drove up to him from an alley. The 
officers asked for his name and they asked if he 
knew the young man sitting in the back of the car. 
The young man in custody was Neil Stonechild. The 
friend says he gave a false name to police and 
denied he knew Stonechild who was swearing and 
bleeding in the back seat. The friend says he 
lied because he was wanted by police at the time 
and he already had a lengthy criminal record." 

Now, do you recall reading this article again? Do 
you recall some of the details from this article 
of February 22 nd of 2000? 

A I don't recall it being this detailed but I 

remember reading somewhat of a similar nature. 

Q And the scenario that you were asked about, 

whether you had heard about some of this stuff by 
Inspector McFadyen, would you agree with me that a 
lot of the details are contained in this newspaper 
report of February 22 nd of 2000, and that was 
generally out in the public already; there was 
some questioning to that effect in the public? 

A The scenario would be somewhat similar, yes. 

Q And you were interviewed on August 17 th of 2000? 

A I'm sorry? 

Q You were interviewed on August 17 th of 2000? I 
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believe it would show that at the top of P-77. 

A I'm not sure of the exact date but it was — 

August sounds — 

Q Do you recall if it was — 

A -- August sounds about right. 

Q Yes. And so that would have been after this 

article was already published in the StarPhoenix. 
Is that fair to say? 

A Yes. 

Q And when you were asked about the scenario and 

whether you had heard anything along that line, I 
believe you responded that you had not heard that 
scenario before; the only thing you had heard 
along those lines is what was in the newspaper in 
February of 2000. And then I think you also said. 
If the notes are — are accurate, and you can tell 
us if they're not, "there is a similar article in 
today's copy of the StarPhoenix," and if you were 
interviewed on August 17 th do you recall that 
there was other — or there were other articles 
along this line in the StarPhoenix? 

A I'm not sure. 

Q Okay. No, and I appreciate that you may not have 
total recall of that, but you would agree with me 
that there was certainly some discussion along the 
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Exam E. Tarasoff 
by Mr. Gibson 

lines that I've outlined in this article in the 
community — 

A Yes. 

Q — at this time? 

A Yes. 

MR. GIBSON: Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

MR. WORME, examining: 

Q I should go after Drew. Mr. Tarasoff, my name is 
Donald Worme. I represent the Stonechild family. 
And thank you for being here, first of all, and of 
course for the — for the care that you had shown 
Stella and she asked that that be passed on to 
you. I know that you had a bit of a conversation 
with her reacquainting yourself to her. Your son, 
Dion, I gather he's a grown man now? 

A Yes, he is. 

Q And he's made a grandfather out of you, has he? 

A My grandfather you say? 

Q Yeah, he's made a grandfather out of you? 

A He has, yes. 

Q Yeah. Okay. Is he the only Native son that you 
have or -- or First Nations son? 

A Yes, he is. 

Q All right. And you would have been, I imagine, as 
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you were raising him, you would have been 
sensitive to racial profiling, if I can put it 
that way? 

Not really, no. 

Okay. In the sense of if he came home and said 
that he was being criticized at school because he 
was an Aboriginal or being teased or anything like 
that, did anything like that happen to your son as 
you can recall today? 

No. 

Okay. When you talked about Sergeant Jarvis as he 
— as he then was, you had a long history with him 
I think you've told us. You would have served 
essentially the same amount of time with the 
Saskatoon City Police Service as did he? 

That's correct. 

Do you know if he would have retired around the 
same time? 

I believe he retired before I did. 

Okay. And I think you adopted the comment that 
was put to you, Mr. Tarasoff, that he had 
displayed, and correct me if I'm wrong, a colonial 
attitude? 

In this specific incident, I felt that way, yes. 
All right. And what can you tell us about that? 
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What exactly did that, you know, what does that 
mean, I suppose, if I can — if I can ask you 
that? 

A Well, as I said before, he felt himself somewhat 

superior and he treat it in a flippant, off-handed 
manner. He didn't -- I don't think he took it 
that seriously as I would have liked to have seen. 

Q Okay. And you thought it was because Neil was — 
was an Indian. 

A I — I personally felt that way, yes. 

Q And I think that you — you had suggested or 

intimated at least in terms of your statement that 
you had adopted here on the stand that it appeared 
to you at least that Sergeant Jarvis was not 
really concerned where Indians were involved, that 
is to say where they were victims as in this case? 

A Well, like I say, I didn't like his investigation 
and I didn't think Sergeant Jarvis was that good 
an investigator. It wasn't as thorough as it 
should have been done. Whether -- I guess I can't 
speak for him, but when I did talk to him about it 
he did — was rather flippant about it. He didn't 
seem that serious about it. 

Q Okay. But you did indicate, at least to the ROM 
Police and in your interview with them, that he 
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by Mr. Worme 

didn't appear to be overly concerned where Indians 
were involved. You adopt that today; you agree 
with that? 

A I — I guess so, yes. 

Q And I guess I -- I would just want to follow up 

with that, and you would — you would know, you've 
been in the Saskatoon City Police Service and 
served for a very long time, and I understand gave 
admirable service to this community. Do you know 
whether or not that particular sentiment, that is 
to say a superiority or a lack of concern with 
respect to First Nations people, was that a 
pervasive sentiment as far as you were concerned 
that you could notice? 

A There would be some, I wouldn't say a very high 

percentage of them. Most of the police officers I 
dealt with were very conscientious and did a very 
good job. 

Q Okay. There wouldn't be some among them, for 

example, that would, in reference to an Aboriginal 
family let's say, that they would regard the 
entire family with the same sort of view as they 
might someone who has engaged in criminal 
activity? 
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Yeah, I'm -- I'm probably not making myself too 
clear on that, but I guess what I'm -- what I'm 
wondering about is that if you feel — or if you 
agree that there were people within the Saskatoon 
City Police Service, at least during your tenure, 
and we won't go into names or identify any 
particular individuals, who had little regard with 
respect to issues that concerned First Nations 
people or Natives, that kind of sentiment is also 
expressed in other ways, and that is to say that 
there's a certain kind of racial profiling that 
goes on, and so that when you see an Aboriginal 
person with a particular last name, for example, 
you might be inclined to regard that person as a 
criminal simply because of their name? 

That — that was — there would be a small amount 
of people that perhaps felt that way, yes, in the 
police department. 

And you would agree that that is racial profiling 
and it's probably not something that is of 
assistance to a police service? 

Well, it's something I guess we could do without, 
yes . 

Okay. You had an opportunity to review the 
statement, you've told us, Mr. Tarasoff — pardon 
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by Mr. Worme 

me, the file, at some point, and I believe in 
answer to Mr. Fox's queries you had indicated it 
might have been after reading the obituary, but as 
I recall you had also indicated that that might be 
after Stella had prompted you to perhaps take a 
look at it because of her concerns that she was 
expressing to you, and that was the concern that 
the file was not investigated properly? 

A Okay. I probably read the file shortly after the 
obituary and, like I say, it was sometime after 
that that Stella called me and that would probably 
be sometime around then that I talked to Jarvis 
about it and, as I say, I expressed to him about 
the investigation and, as I say, the attitude he 
showed at that time I guess was one of 
disinterest. 

Q All right. And you indicated to us that at least 
An looking at P-61, which is a photocopy of that 
file that was produced by Officer Ernie Louttit, 
you indicated to us that you didn't — didn't 
recall seeing the witness statements in there. 

Now, I suggest to you that there are two pure 
version witness statements in there, one from 
Trent Ewart and one from Jason Roy? 

A No, I can't say I recall seeing them before. 
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Okay. And if you were looking to review the file 


for the purposes of making some determination as 
to whether it was a thorough investigation or not, 
then clearly you would be looking for things like 
witness statements to determine what, in fact. 
Officer Jarvis had done by way of investigating 
the — the allegations? 

Well, for the number of people involved there 
didn't seem to be enough people spoken to at the 
time I looked at the file. Now, I -- I think I 
looked at the file only the one time and, like I 
say, it may have been shortly after the obituary. 
There would have — undoubtedly there would have 
been a lot added to it and, as I say, I -- I guess 
the fact that I looked at it once, the timing of 
it may be conducive to my thinking it wasn't 
investigated properly. 

All right. And just so I'm clear on this, you — 
you don't know exactly when it was that you would 
have taken a look at that file? 

I couldn't be sure the exact timing on it, no. 

It may well be some three months later 
approximately? 

I — I personally believe it was shortly after 
reading the obituary. As I say, I was curious as 
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to the events leading up to his death. 

That's your personal belief but obviously I -- I 
gather from the way that you phrase it that you're 
not at all certain? 

I can't be certain, no. 

Okay. Fair enough. You had described, I think, 
in the summary that you have reviewed Officer 
Hartwig as being somewhat of a smart alec? 

I wouldn't say smart alec but — 

Well, I'll refer you to your -- 
No, okay. 

— to the summary of your statement. I believe 
that that is a word that you may have used in your 
conversation with Inspector McFadyen? 

Okay. I guess I did. Okay, that may have been 
the word I used at the time but I -- well, I guess 
it would be a matter of how to interpret it. I 
wouldn't -- I wouldn't interpret Hartwig as being 
a smart alec to the point of not — not caring. I 

— I honestly believe him to be an honest 
individual. 

Okay. And — and fair enough. I'm not going to 
quibble with that. You had indicated that I guess 
you had suggested that you would be very surprised 
or shocked to hear that he would be involved in 
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anything like this? 

I would be, yes. 

That is to say in terms of dropping somebody off. 

I gather during your service did you come to be 
familiar with Dan Hatchen and Ken Munson? 

I knew them -- I believe I worked with Hatchen for 
a very short time, maybe a few days on one 
specific incident. I never worked directly with 
Hatchen at any time. 

Okay. And were you surprised and shocked, sir, to 
hear about Ken Munson being involved in — in what 
he was ultimately convicted of? 

I would have been surprised — yes, I was very 
surprised at either of them acting in such a 
manner. 

All right. Now, Officer Hartwig had engaged you 
in a conversation where he informed you that he 
was — at least had some dealings with the ROMP as 
I understand it? 

That, is correct, yes. 

And this conversation took place at the church 
that you both attend. Is that — is that fair? 
Hartwig attended at the church. I was driving bus 
for the handicapped at that time and I dropped 
some people off at the church and we conversed for 
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a few minutes. 

Okay. And he essentially told you, what, that he 
was under investigation or that in some fashion he 
felt, or at least indicated to you that he was 
mistreated by the RCMP? Is that the sense that 
you got from that conversation? 

Well, he -- he mentioned he was being investigated 
by them and he thought that they had come down a 
little hard on him, yes. 

And do you recall how that conversation came about 
at all, whether it was you who had initiated a 
discussion regarding the Neil Stonechild 
investigation? 

I couldn't be sure. 

As I understand your comments with respect again 
to the RCM Police and in particular your 
discussion with Inspector McFadyen, am I right in 
saying that that conversation occurred on the 17 th 
of August of 2000? 

I would — I would not dispute that. I couldn't 
be sure of the exact date, but that could be 
right. 

And in reading the — the statement, it appears to 
me at least, Mr. Tarasoff, that you knew Jason Roy 
to be the source of information that was given to 
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by Mr. Worme 

the effect that Neil Stonechild was last seen in 
the back of the Saskatoon City Police vehicle? 

A No, I -- I hadn't heard the name Jason Roy up to 
this point. I hadn't — 

Q And I guess the — the question that I -- that I 
ask, I mean it — it does indicate, Mr. Tarasoff, 
that you told Inspector McFadyen that you knew 
that Jason Roy had given this particular 
information? 

A No. The first — the first name — the first time 
I heard the name of Jason Roy I believe was the 
time I spoke to the RCMP. Okay. Okay, I 
mentioned that I heard the name Jason Roy as 
quoted in the newspaper. 

Q On August the 17 th of 2000, sir.? 

A When I spoke to McFadyen, yes. Inspector McFadyen. 

Q And do you recall where in the — in the media, I 

think you've just said the newspaper? Would that 
be the StarPhoenix or something? 

A That's correct. 

Q Do you recall how long previous to your discussion 
with Inspector McFadyen that you would have 
learned the name Jason Roy? 

A I wouldn't know. 

Q Now, again, just the way you've phrased it I think 
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by Mr. Worme 

you have indicated that you thought you read it in 
the StarPhoenix or in the media? 

A I — I thought I'd heard in the media, most likely 
the StarPhoenix. 

Q Is it possible that you may have heard it from 
another member, and by member I mean an officer 
with the Saskatoon City Police Service? 
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A No. 

MR. WORME: All right. Those are all my 

questions. Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Any other cross-examination? 

MR. HALYK, examining: 

Q By agreement, Mr. Commissioner, Mr. Stevenson can 
go last. Mr. Tarasoff, you and I know each other 
from many scripts when you were still active with 
the force, and I am acting here for the FSIN. 

I've been asking people about notebooks because 
notebooks are important to police officers, are 
they not? 

A They are, yes. 

Q And why are they important to police officers? 

A I suppose for people like myself who don't have 

instant recall -- 

Q And — 


25 


so we can remind of what was 


we had done 



3514 


Exam E. Tarasoff 
by Mr. Halyk 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


before. 

Q Yeah, and — and as a matter of fact, police 

policy requires that you keep accurate notebooks 
and there are many rules about how they are to be 
kept, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And there have to be the pages numbered 

sequentially and blank spaces can't be left so 
that people can write things in, including 
yourself. 

A Yes. 

Q And the idea is to keep — keep your notebooks so 
that you have a reference as to what you were 
doing on certain dates and what kind of duties you 
were engaged in, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Because you never know when something's going to 
come up from years before that's relevant today? 

A That's correct. 

Q So where are your notes? 

A I'm sorry? 

Q Where are your notes? 

A I have them in a big box in the basement of my 

house. 

Q Did you look for the notes with respect to these 
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dates? That's 1990 and November, December? 

A I wouldn't have made any notes of that specific 

time because I -- I had nothing to do with the — 
the direct investigation as to this incident. 

Q No, I -- I appreciate that but you'd — you'd have 
notes on — about what you were doing on these 
dates? 

A Well, I would, yes. 

Q And — 

A No, I didn't — I haven't checked my books. 

Q Nobody asked you to check and see if you had them? 

A No. 

Q Even up to this moment? 

A I'm sorry? 

Q Up to this moment nobody's asked you to produce 

your notebook? 

A No, they haven't. 

Q Okay. Can I be the first then? Can you produce 
your notebook for us? 

A I probably could. 

Q Okay. I hate to trouble you — trouble you about 
what you're doing tomorrow, but what are you doing 
tomorrow if you aren't here? 

A Well, I have an appointment at one o'clock with my 
veterinarian. I've got a very sick dog. 
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Q Okay. But you could return in the morning with 
your notebooks? 

A I could, yes. 

Q If you were asked to, and I haven't got that power 
at this point in time. 

A I could, yes. 

Q Did -- well, did you -- did you take a look at 

your notebook at least to see if there's anything 
in that might be relevant? 

A I could check my books, yes. 

Q Well, did you up till now? 

A No, I haven't, no. 

MR. HALYK: Okay. Well, I am going to make 

that application, Mr. Commissioner, that — that 
he do produce his notebooks and — and, you know, 
once we take a look at his notebooks over this 
relevant period, and I'm suggesting say two or 
three months on either side of November 24 th of 
1990. So I'd make that application. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, what I suggest you do, Mr. 

Tarasoff, is, if you find the books, is to take 

them to the Commission office in the morning, you 
know at, what, 8:30? I'm not sure what time the 

secretary starts but take them there at 8:30 and 


25 


Commission counsel can look at the notebooks and 
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by Mr. Halyk 

see if there's anything at all in the books. 
There's no point in bringing you back here simply 
to have you produce the books and show they don't 
contain any references to this whatsoever. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. Could I get a piece of paper 

to write down the dates that you're looking for? 

THE COMMISSIONER: I'm not sure we have any, Mr. 

Tarasoff. I -- I'm just being facetious. Yes, of 
course you can. But I think that you're 
suggesting two or three months each side of the 
events? 

MR. HALYK: I think it would be appropriate. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well -- 

THE WITNESS: Okay. What dates are you looking 

for, Mr. Halyk? 

MR. HALYK: Surrounding the end of November of 

1990, months just — well, say the month or two 
previous and a couple months after. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I would suggest you check October, 

November, December, and January. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Generally I am not very familiar 

with the — how much information a police 
officer's notebook will contain, but would you go 
through a notebook in a month or would it be two 
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or three months where you were able to utilize the 
same notebook, or what? 

THE WITNESS: It would depend on what the duties 

were. Sometimes you'd be required to make a lot 
of notes, other times you would not make as many. 
So some books could last for quite a while. 

THE COMMISSIONER: That is two or three or four 

months? I guess what I'm asking is how many books 
are you going to have to go through? 

THE WITNESS: Well, how I have them in order in 

my box, I don't know, so I'll probably have to 
check all my books but — 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, I'll leave it to you then. 

There's no point in bothering you with questions 
that you're not in a position to answer, so. 

Q MR. HALYK: Okay. As I understand it, and 

correct me if I'm wrong, Mr. Tarasoff, that you 
would indicate on the outside of the notebook the 
date period that's covered, or just from looking 
at the outside covers you'd be able to tell as to 
what period is covered without having to go 
inside. 

A Most of the time, yes. 

Q Yeah. And they're sequential, usually; you'd keep 
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them in the basic order? 
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Yes . 

Okay. And that's fine if they're produced to 
Commission counsel, Mr. Commissioner, that's — 
that's fine with me. Now, while on those general 
things then — then can I ask you the general 
other question that I've been asking, and that is, 
do you have any knowledge, either personally or 
through information received, of any persons 
detained by or in custody of the Saskatoon City 
Police being taken to a location other than the 
original place of detention and not to a 
recognized police detention facility? I could 
summarize for you if you don't understand that 
one, Mr. Tarasoff. 

I have no direct knowledge of anything like that. 
But you're aware, of course, of Hatchen and 
Munson? 

Hatchen and Munson, just what I — just what I 
read. Like I say, I don't have any direct 
knowledge that incidents like this did occur. 

Okay. And are you, through the same kind of 
information, are you aware of any other such 
situations in the course of your career? 

No. 

Okay. And you, needless to say, haven't been 
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involved in any yourself? 

A No. 

Q Thank you, sir. Now, as I understand the 

situation here, you, out of curiosity in part and 
part out of a call that you received from Ms. 
Bignell, you took the liberty of looking at the 
investigation file, correct? 

A I did, yes. 

Q And you at that time held the rank of sergeant? 

A I'm sorry? 

Q You held the rank of sergeant? 

A I did, yes. 

Q And did you need permission from anyone to look at 
the file? 

A No. 

Q And, as I understand it, you looked a the file and 
you were not satisfied that the investigation was 
thorough or complete, correct? 

A At the time I looked at it, yes. 

Q So it looked like further work should or must be 
done? 

A Yes. 

Q And you took the liberty of finding out from the 
file who the investigator was, and that was Keith 
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Jarvis? 
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A Yes. 

Q And you took it upon yourself to speak with Keith 
Jarvis? 

A I did speak to him about it, yes. 

Q And that was sergeant to sergeant? 

A Yes. 

Q You were of equal rank about at the time? 

A Yes. 

Q And in speaking with Sergeant Jarvis, as I 

understand your evidence, you indicated to him 
that you thought that more investigation needed to 
be done? 

A Well, I expressed that — expressed to him that I 
did not think it was a complete investigation. 

Q Which means to me that you thought that more 
investigation needed to be done? 

A Yes, yes. 

Q Is that so? 

A Yes. 

Q And you told him so? 

A I did. 

Q And you say that he did not appear to take your 

concern seriously and was very flippant about it? 

A Yes. 

Q And as a result of that you've talked again to Ms. 
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Bigr.ell? 

A I only spoke to her the one time and that's when 
she contacted me. 

Q All right. Well, at some point in time you 

indicated to her that you felt the investigation 
was not thorough and not complete and that 
something more needed to be done? 

A Yes. 

Q Is that so? 

A Yes. 

Q And what more needed to be done was more 
investigation? 

A There were a lot of people that I felt needed to 
be talked to but weren't, yes — 

Q Yes. 

A — so more investigation. 

Q And at that point in time you did not have any 

information that there was an indication that two 
city police officers were possibly the last 
persons to see Neil Stonechild alive; you didn't 
know that? 

A I didn't. 

Q And is it fair to say that Keith Jarvis didn't 

share that information with you; he never said to 
you that it's possible that he was in police 
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custody? 

A No. 

Q And would that have mattered to you to know that? 
Would that be a factor if he was last seen alive 
in police custody? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Fair enough. And you decided that you were 
not going to take your concerns any further up the 
chain? 

A That's right. 

Q But you did feel that the matter should be taken 

up further up the chain? 

A Yes. 

Q And you felt that they should retain a lawyer to 
do that? 

A I did suggest that to her, yes. 

Q And what — what is it that you thought a lawyer 
could do that you couldn't do from the inside 
yourself? 

A Well, the file — the file, as I understand it, 
was closed at that time and I felt to speak to 
anybody to have this file reopened and looked at 
would not have — would not have accomplished the 
necessary result. 

Q Okay. I'm just — I'm just wondering what you 
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1 felt based on your knowledge of what lawyers do. 

2 What did you feel a lawyer could do in this 

3 situation that you couldn't do? 

4 A Perhaps start an inquiry such as we have today. 

5 Q Well, this is about 13 years later but — 

6 A Yes. 

7 Q — do you think that this could have happened much 

8 earlier if somebody would have raised it? 

9 A It could possibly have, yes. 

10 Q So if — if you felt, with the greatest respect, 

11 if you felt that it was that poorly investigated 

12 as you obviously did, give me your primary reason 

13 as to why you didn't take it up further in the 

14 police chain. 

15 A Why I didn't? I really don't know. 

16 Q No answer to that? 

17 A No. 

18 Q You indicated that you weren't afraid of being 

19 fired — 

20 A No. 

21 Q — because of taking it up further? 

22 A I wasn't, no. 

23 Q Well, was there a culture in the police service at 

24 that time that discouraged one officer questioning 

25 the investigation of another officer; was that 
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sort of the culture of the system at that time? 

I don't believe so. 

So you can't help us at all with why, if you were 
so concerned as you say you were, why you didn't 
do something? 

I can't give you a good reason. I can give you a 
lot of excuses, but I can't give you a reason. 
Well, give me an excuse. 

Well, at that particular time my life was rather 
in shambles as far as my marital status goes. 

I'm sorry, okay. So there was some — your 
personal life wasn't that great and you had other 
troubles of your own without getting into this at 
the moment? 

Yes . 

Okay, fair enough. Now when you were area 
sergeant, and looking back to around November/ 
December of 1990 were paddy wagons in existence at 
that time? 

I think so. 

And if they were in existence what is the role and 
function of the paddy wagon people, the operators 
of the paddy wagon? 

Well normally they'd pick up difficult prisoners 
for transport to the police station. 
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1 Q What about a situation where if a police officer 

2 had somebody in custody and another call came in 

3 to be investigated would that be a situation where 

4 they may call for the paddy wagon to take the 

5 prisoner, and take him into detention? 

6 A They could call for the paddy wagon for purposes 

7 such as that, yes. 

8 Q So one of its roles is to be available if somebody 

9 needs to be taken in and the officers haven't the 

10 time to take the person into detention and to book 

11 them themselves? 

12 A That's right. 

13 Q Is it usual to call a paddy wagon in those kinds 

14 of situations? 

15 A It's not uncommon. 

16 Q Okay, now if the officers found themselves in that 

17 situation and called for the paddy wagon, would 

18 that necessarily show in the records anywhere that 

19 the paddy wagon was called? 

20 A It should show in the dispatch records. 

21 Q Okay. Supposing — was there a way the paddy 

22 wagon and the police car with the officers who 

23 need the assistance, is there a way for them to 

24 talk directly without going through dispatch, in 
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1990? 
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Not likey . 

There's no way of communicating car-to-car without 
going — 

Oh — 

— through dispatch? 

Oh, they could communicate vehicle-to-vehicle, 
yes, that wouldn't be a problem. But I would 
think to dispatch a paddy wagon it would have to 
go through the official dispatch. 

Are you sure about that? Could they not just call 
for the paddy wagon? Isn't it a free roaming 
vehicle that roams anywhere it wants in the city? 
It would be but its — its records of where it's 
called to, where it would go, would be kept in 
dispatch. 

If they go through dispatch? 

Yeah. 

And if they don't go through dispatch where would 
it be kept? 

Well if it didn't go through dispatch I guess it 
wouldn't be kept. Like I say, they could 
communicate but any time the paddy wagon would be 
dispatched to a call it would be recorded. 

I appreciate that if — if, again, if they went 
through communications and dispatch, but if it was 
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car-to-car there may not be a record unless the 
police officers made a note of it in their 
records? 

A That's right. 

Q So their notes would be important in that 
situation? 

A They would be, yes. 

MR. HALYK: Thank you, Mr. Tarasoff. Now I 

would reserve the right for further questioning 
after the notebooks are produced. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well. 

MR. HALYK: Thank you, sir. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

MR. STEVENSON, examining: 

Q Mr. Tarasoff, I'm Ken Stevenson, I represent Keith 
Jarvis who's — at this inquiry. I've reviewed 
with some degree of interest the notes which have 
been produced and marked in this matter as Exhibit 
P-72, I believe it is. I take it that when the — 
or 77 — when the RCMP came to interview you it 
was not for the purposes of obtaining a statement 
from you as to any knowledge that you may have 
concerning the events that might be relevant to 
this inquiry? 

A They didn't ask for a written statement. We just 
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by Mr. Stevenson 

basically had a conversation with regards to the 
incident. 

Q So they came on an informal basis, sat down over 
coffee and had a conversation to let you talk 
about your thoughts on this matter? 

A That's right. 

Q Okay. And in the course of talking about your 

thoughts the ROMP gave you some of their thoughts? 

A They did, yes. 

Q And among the thoughts that they gave you was the 
scenario that someone had reported that Neil 
Stonechild was last seen in the back of a police 
car, he was handcuffed, bleeding and screaming, 
"They're going to kill me." 

A Yes. 

Q Is that right? And you were asked, I believe by 
Mr. Worme, a couple of questions surrounding when 
you learned about Jason Roy, and I want you to go 
to page 2 of the summary notes that is Exhibit 
P-77 and it's the first full paragraph that begins 
there, the top point says, "Eli Tarasoff states he 
did not know Jason Roy but speculated that Jason 
Roy was the one quoted in the newspaper as having 
seen Stonechild in the custody of the police. 

When it was pointed out that Roy had not been 
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named in any previous newspaper articles Eli 
Tarasoff was not able to comment any further." 

Is that an accurate reflection and 
depiction of the conversation that took place 
between you and Inspector McFadyen? 

A That would be. As I say, where I got the name 
Jason Roy I don't know. It wasn't from reading 
the file. 

Q Okay. Not that you remember, in any event? 

A Not that I remember. 

Q Because as we look at the file now. Exhibit P-61, 
it's clear that the name Jason Roy was in that 
file and it's also clear that Sergeant Jarvis had 
taken a pure version statement from Jason Roy on 
November 30, addressing the activities of the day 
of Jason Roy and Neil Stonechild. Do you see the 
statement there? 

A Yeah, I see that. As I say, when I reviewed the 

file initially I didn't see any written statements 
at that time or — on the file that I looked at. 

Q Or you don't recall having seen them? 

A Well, that may be true, too. I don't -- I didn't 
read the file and I didn't recall seeing the name 
— I didn't read the statement and I don't recall 
seeing that name, Jason Roy. 
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Because if you go through and look at that file at 


that point it seems to me that what we have is 
Sergeant Jarvis seeking out those who may have had 
last contact with Neil Stonechild; would you 
agree? 

Yes . 

And one of the people who we understood — 

Sergeant Jarvis understood had last contact was 
Jason Roy. And Jason Roy gave a statement in his 
own handwriting in which he detailed up to the 
last time when he said he saw Neil Stonechild. Do 
you see that, that's what that statement covers? 
Yes, okay. 

And he says they were at the apartment building — 
and we can look at the statement and perhaps we 
should do that. Kind of a third of the way down 
on page 2 of the statement. Do you see there what 
is written, as I understand it, in the hand of 
Jason Roy. Then, he says, "the last apartment and 
we were about to check it, then I must have 
stopped him. We stood there and argued for what 
I don't -- and he turned around and said, 'Fucking 
Jay,' and I looked around and blacked out and I 
woke up at Julie Binning's." Do you see where 
that appears in the statement? 



3532 


Exam E. Tarasoff 
by Mr. Stevenson 


Yes . 

And that would appear to be that in endeavouring 
to find out who had last had contact with Neil 
Stonechild Sergeant Jarvis had contacted his 
friend who he'd been with most of the day. And 
then — is that — that would be a good part of 
investigation, that's what one should do, is that 
fair to say? 

Yes . 

And then Sergeant Jarvis asks some questions. And 
questions like, "What time did you last see Neil 
Stonechild on November 24th?" Is that a good 
question that one might want to ask somebody who 
had been with him? 

Yes . 

And he says, "Could be around 11:30 p.m." And 
another question, "What condition was Neil in when 
you last saw him?" Answer, "Pretty drunk. Well, 
totally out of it." I take it that that's a good 
question that one ought to ask someone who had 
apparently been one of the last people to see Neil 
Stonechild, do you agree? 

Yes . 

And then he goes on and asks, and I take it that a 
conscientious and prudent and good police officer 
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would also ask, "Is there anything else that you 
wish to tell me?" And to which the answer is, 

"No, that's all I can think of." And then he 
concludes it, "Is this a true statement?" Answer, 
"Yes." Now I take it, Mr. Tarasoff, that in the 
course of your police work you've taken statements 
that followed very much that same format and 
concluded with those questions? 

Yes . 

So I take it you don't criticize Sergeant Jarvis 
for taking the statement in the manner and the 
form he did? 

No. 

If we look at the next statement, it's a statement 
of Trent Ewart, and again it's a pure version 
statement. And do you know the background, who 
Trent Ewart was, did you have an understanding 
from having looked at the file? 

I'm sorry? 

Did you know when you looked at the file or from 
looking at the file who Trent Ewart was? 

No. 

So reading the file you couldn't understand that 
Trent Ewart is a person who phoned in a complaint 
or a disturbance about Neil Stonechild being drunk 
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in Snowberry Downs apartments, you didn't 

understand that, you didn't remember that? 

No. No. 

But if we look at this portion of the file it 
appears to me, then, that Sergeant Jarvis is one 
up on what you thought about the file because he's 
found out there was a complaint, he's gone to 
interview the person who made the complaint and 
who, arguably, was the last person to see Neil 
Stonechild alive; is that fair to say? 

Yes . 

Now, in fairness to you, what I understood from 
your evidence and what I understood you made your 
comments about the adequacy or inadequacy of the 
investigation by Jarvis was based upon a story and 
an understanding that you had been given; is that 
fair to say? 

Yes . 

And what was that understanding? 

Well/ I was of the understanding that he had been 
beaten up, that he had attended a party somewhere 
in the north end and that was about it. Then next 
thing you know he's found dead. 

Sure. And, in fairness, if you read the file — 


and I've read it and I think most of us here have 



3535 Exam E. Tarasoff 

by Mr. Stevenson 

-- I don't think there's any reference in the file 
to him being beaten up and thrown out of a party. 
There's no reference to the assault and, I guess, 
just a lot of drinking I guess, yes. 

So there's no reference in the police file to an 
assault, to being beaten up, and yet your review 
and your concern about the investigation was all 
premised on that very fact? 

Yes . 

Now your information, as I understood it, whatever 
the source was — can you tell us today what the 
source of that information was? 

Well it may have come from his mother, with 
regards — some reference was made to a shoe 
missing, plus the fact that he'd been assaulted. 
Sure. And again, if we read the file, throughout 
the file we seem to have the coroner initially 
saying no evidence of foul play, the — 

That's right. 

— coroner reports no evidence of foul play. Did 
you read that in the file? 

Yes . 

And did you read Sergeant Jarvis's report of 
December 5 where he had spoken to Dr. Adolph about 
the autopsy and, again, reports no evidence of 
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foul play? 

A % recall reading that, yes. 

Q So all of that would have been totally inconsis¬ 
tent with the position and understanding you had? 

A Well, I guess there's still no explanation as to 
how he got assaulted. 

Q Yeah, if he, in fact, was assaulted? 

A Yes. 

Q And no evidence that Sergeant Jarvis had been at 
or found the house party in the north end of 
Saskatoon which he had apparently been at? 

A I guess no indication of a party being found, yes. 

Q Now when you knew Neil and he played with your 
son, Dion, where did you live at that time? 

A In River Heights, in the north end of town. 

Q So Neil knew the north end of town and was 

familiar with that part, had gone to school in 
that area of the city? 

A He would have been, yes. 

Q And may well have had friends who may have been 
holding a party that night in the north end of 
Saskatoon? 

A It's possible. 

Q Sure. Did you ever seen Neil Stonechild when he 
was very loaded or intoxicated? 
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No. 

When you were interviewed by Inspector McFadyen, 
did you make any notes of the interview itself and 
the questions that they asked you and the 
information they gave you? 

No, I didn't. 

And I apologize, you may have testified whether or 
not you, during the course of your police service 
worked in Morality? 

I did, yes. 

And you would be involved in investigation of 
sudden deaths? 

Yes . 

And as an officer investigating sudden deaths were 
there directives and practices as to what steps 
you should take and what information you were to 
garner? 

There would be, yes. 

There was, in the police service policy or 
something, there was — 

Some policy, yes. 

And do you recall what those things were that you 
were obligated to go out and find and report on? 
Well I can't say I remember them now, but there 
would have been some procedures to follow, such as 



3538 


Exam E. Tarasoff 
by Mr. Stevenson 


1 calling the coroner, and I guess investigate if a 

2 sudden death was suspected, but I can't say I 

3 encountered any situation like that myself. 

4 Q So you didn't encounter any where the death became 

5 suspicious when you started to look into it? 

6 A I didn't in my career, no. 

7 Q And as an investigator looking at sudden deaths 

8 would it be recommended that the investigator 

9 assigned the file be the one who attended at the 

10 scene in the course of — to start the 

11 investigation? 

12 A That would have been the likely scenario, yes. 

13 Q And did you, from looking at the file, come to the 

14 conclusion that Sergeant Jarvis had not, in fact, 

15 been at the scene where Neil was found? 

16 A That's right. 

17 Q And was it your recollection that he wasn't there 

18 and part of the reason he may not have been there 

19 is because he wasn't on duty? 

20 A I don't know. 

21 Q When you spoke to Sergeant Jarvis about the file 

22 were you aware that his supervisor was Bud 

23 Johnson? 

24 A I'm sorry? 

25 Q Were you aware that Sergeant Jarvis's supervisor 
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was Bud Johnson? 

A I wasn't aware who his supervisor would have been, 
no. 

Q So I take it you weren't that concerned that you 
felt that Jarvis was — I believe you said 
"disinterested" at some point. You didn't feel 
that you could go to talk to his supervisor about 
the file? 

A Well I would have had no problem approaching Staff 
Sergeant Johnson with regards to that but, like I 
say, at the time I spoke to Jarvis the file had 
been closed. That's why I suggested to Stella, 
the mother, to perhaps pursue — pursue it through 
a lawyer to have the file opened. 

Q Now, I take it, Mr. Tarasoff, that although a file 
may say "Concluded at this time," if new 
informat:on comes forward or if someone says I 
think you should follow a chain of inquiry, there 
have been other files that have been reopened? 

A It could have, yes. 

Q Do you remember in March of 1991 there being some 
media about Neil's death and comments by the Media 
Relations Department, Dave Scott, being made as to 
the thoroughness of the investigation? 

A I don't recall that. 
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Well the evidence here is that in about March of 
1991 Ms. Bignell went to the Police Service — 
well, the media got involved and there was an 
issue about the sufficiency of the investigation. 
You don't recall reading that and saying, yeah, I 
told you so, just knew it wasn't enough? 

You know, I'm not — I don't recall it. 

In any event, you didn't take that opportunity to 
say, yes, let's reopen this, let's look at it? 

No, I didn't. 

In the scenarios discussed with the RCMP were you 
given any other scenarios other than that Neil had 
been seen in the back of a police car handcuffed? 

I think that's the only one that was talked about. 
So no one put to you the scenario that Neil had 
last been seen in the apartment when Trent Ewart 
had pushed him out the door of the apartment? 

I don't recall anything like that, no. 

Did you say to the RCMP, no, no, you've got it all 
wrong, Neil was at the north end of Saskatoon at a 
party, he was beat up and he was thrown out of the 
party? 

No. 

Why was that? 

Well, as I say, I didn't have anything to base 
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that on. 

And I take it at the time you spoke to Mr. Jarvis 
and said that he was disinterested, you also had 
nothing to base it on? 

I*m sorry? 

At the time you spoke to Sergeant Jarvis and asked 
about the file, you also had nothing to base that 
on? 

I don't know. I guess not. 

Other than a report. Did the Stonechild family 
ever say to you, this is the source of our 
information, here's where we got that information, 
this will support it? 

No. I spoke to Stella only the one time when she 
contacted me. 

Okay. And I appreciate you looking at the file 
and trying to find an answer for her. But I guess 
what I'm trying to find out is, you know, what 
information you really knew and where you were 
coming from when you were criticizing the 
investigation of your fellow sergeant? 

As I say, I had heard of a party, and that may 
have come from Stella; and found in the north end, 
I was quite surprised he'd be that far away from 
anything, as far as residences go. 
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Q But understood also that he'd been beaten up? 

A That he had been assaulted, yes. 

Q Sure. Now if we look at P-77, again a summary 
apparently prepared by Inspector McFadyen to 
record what had occurred in the meeting between he 
and yourself, and at page 2, if we could — before 
I go there, how long did this meeting last with 
Inspector McFadyen? 

A With McFadyen? 

Q Yes. 

A It was quite — I don't know, I'd say an hour or 
something along that line. It wasn't done 
quickly. 

Q And if we go, then, to page 2, and I want to look 
at the paragraph where it says, "Eli Tarasoff was 
given the scenario of the evening 1990/11/24," do 
you see that paragraph? 

A Okay. 

Q And that's the scenario we've been talking about 

with Neil Stonechild being seen in the back of the 
police car handcuffed? 

A M'hm. 

Q And then another part of the scenario which 

apparently you were given was that — I'll just 
try to find a place to start reading here, "seeing 
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Stonechild in the rear of a police car in 
handcuffs and observing that Stonechild had been 
beaten; of the outstanding warrants for Roy and 
Stonechild; of that being the last time Stonechild 
was seen alive; of Stonechild's body being 
discovered 1990/11/29; of Roy being interviewed 
and providing a statement; of Roy going to the 
police station about three months later asking to 
speak to the homicide detectives; of Roy telling 
his story consistently over the years to the 
police, to a priest, to a social worker." That 
scenario was put to you when you were questioned 
was it? 

A Yes. 

Q And in the course of the questioning of you no one 
ever put to you that the story of Jason Roy was 
the story he gave to Sergeant Jarvis on the night 
of November 30, 1990? 

A I hadn't heard it, no. 

MR. GIBSON: If I may just, I don't mean to 

steal Mr. Stevenson's thunder, but I think we have 
heard evidence throughout these hearings as to 
when that file surfaced and I'd like to just 
clarify that the interview with respect to Mr. 
Tarasoff was done prior to when that information 
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surfaced. Just to be fair, Mr. Stevenson. 

MR. STEVENSON: And thank you, Mr. Gibson, I 

appreciate that. 

Q But nonetheless, the scenario you were being given 
was a scenario predicated upon Jason Roy coming to 
the police three months later to talk about his 
friend being in the back of a police car 
handcuffed. Is that what I understand the 
scenario was? 

A Yes. 

Q Now if I can take you back again to the first page 
of P-77, about a third of the way down. Inspector 
McFadyen writes at that time, "When Eli Tarasoff 
was asked to recall what he did not like about the 
file, Eli Tarasoff said he did not like the way it 
was investigated, that investigators had talked to 
very few people that were at the party. It was 
Eli Tarasoff's belief that Neil Stonechild had 
been an unwanted guest at a party the night he 
went missing." I take it that was the concern 
that you expressed to Inspector McFadyen, was it? 

A Yes. 

MR. STEVENSON: Those are my questions I have. 

Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Are there other questions? 
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MR. HESJE: I have one brief — it's not so 

much a question as a clarification. I think the 
witness was asked — and I apologize if I 
misunderstood it — but was asked whether there 
was anything in the police file to indicate there 
had been an assault, and suggested that there was 
nothing, or it was suggested to the witness that 
there was nothing. I'd just like to set the 
record straight that on the report of November 
30th it states, "At 1642..." — and this is 
Jarvis's report -- "At 1642 hours a Crime Stoppers 
tip was received at the station that the deceased 
was beaten up by G and DP and taken to the north 
end and left there." There's also the report of 
— that was left by Sergeant Pfeil. That again 
says, "Crime Stoppers information indicates that D 
and GP are responsible for assaulting Stonechild 
at the location he was found on 57th Street. Some 
of his clothing taken and left to die." 

So it's not a question, just in 
fairness — and I'm not suggesting for a minute 
Mr. Stevenson deliberately misled him, but there 
is some indication on the file of an assault. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well... Mr. Tarasoff, if you 

will, then, do your checking this evening and 
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1 report back tomorrow to Mr. Hesje, that will be 

2 helpful. We'll adjourn, then. 

3 (PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 5:00 P.M.) 



